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(B—191264]

Energy—Department of Energy—Contracts—Subcontracts——Ap-
plicability of Federal Procurement Rules
Where Department of Energy (DOE) contract with prime management con-
tractor for operation and management of DOE facilities requires contractor to
award subcontracts on basis of fair and equal treatment of all competitors, the
'Federal norm" provides au appropriate frame of reference for determining if
fair and equal treatment has been provided in specific situations.

Contracts—Negotiation—Competition—Discussion With All Of-
ferors Requirement—Equal Opportunity to Compete
Fair and equal treatment of competing offerors is not provided when, after
cutoff date for receipt of quotations, operating contractor permits one offeror
to submit price based on offeror's suggested alternate approach but does not
provide competitor with opportunity to furnish quote based on that approach.

Contracis—Termination—Convenience of Governmeni—Subcon-
tracts—"Best Consideration—Criteria
Although protest is sustained, requested relief that contract be terminated at
midpoint and award for balance of supplies be made to protestor is inappropriate
since protestor has not showii entitlement to award. Also, recompetition would
not be in the best interest of Government at stage of contract where 50 percent
or more of performance had been completed.

In the matter of Cohu, Inc., September 6, 1978:
Cohu, Inc. (Cohn) protests the award to RCA Corporation (RCA)

of a contract for 319 "off the shelf" security monitoring television
cameras by Sandia Corporation (Sandia) under Sandia Request for
Quotation (RFQ) No. CRB/07—1360. Sandia is the operating con-
tractor for the Department of Energy's (DOE) Sandia Laboratories.
The cameras were being purchased for the Air Force under agreements
between DOE's predecessor agencies (the Atomic Energy Commission
and the Energy Research and Development Administration [ERDA])
and the Air Force pursuant to the Econoniy Act, 31 U.S.C. 686 (1970).

Cohn complains that, contrary to Federal procurement practices,
Sandia reopened negotiations with RCA after receipt of best and final
offers, without affording Cohu the same opportunity to negotiate
further, with the result. that RCA became the low offeror.

Sandia (a subsidiary of Western Electric) operates Sandia Labora-
tories under a cost type, no profit, no fee contract with DOE. The
contract provides that Sandia's procurement policies and practices will
be as agreed by Sandia and DOE. The DOE/Sandia agreement does
not require Sandia to procure goods and services under the provisions
of the Federal Producement Regulations (FPR), although it does
require Sandia to include specific clauses in its contracts "as are
required by statute, and Executive Order."

The material facts in this case are not in dispute, and are chrono-
logically set forth below:
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August 16, 1977 Sandia issued Request for Quotation No.
CRB/07—136() to Cohu and RCA.

September 2, 1977 RCA submitted an offer of $659,188 and
Cohu submitted an offer of $743,104.

September 1977—Janu- The procurement was held in abeyance
ary 1978 pending resolution of a protest involving

this procurement raising issues unrelated
to those now under consideration. Sec
Gneiwl EleetIO(iyfl(inUes ('oipoiiitii.
11-190020, january 31, 1978, 78 1 CPI)
78.

February 1, 1978 RCA and ()ohu were requested to reconfirm
and extend their offers (no request for
price changes were made) because both
had expired (luring the pendency of the
protest.

February 2—3, 1978_ -- The Sandia Contracting Representative.
informed both RCA and Cohn by tele-
phone that the cutoff date for final offers
would be noon, Albuquerque time,
February 6, 1978.

February 3, 1978 By identical TWXs to both RCA and
Cohn, the Contracting Representative
confirmed that the cutoff date was noon,
Albuquerque time, February 6, 1978.

February 6, 1978 By letters, RCA lowered its offer to $623,-
779, and Cohu lowered its offer to
$622,451.

February 7, 1978 The contracting representative telephon-
ically requested RCA to furnish a price
for its proposed alternate for item 10,
which had not been priced in RCA's
offer. Item 10 called for the. delivery of a
theoretical reliability analysis. RCA's
alternative offer was for an analysis
based on actual test data.

February 8, 1978 By telephone and letter, RCA offered a
price of $7,200, on the basis of which
RCA's total offer was $599,479.

February 10, 1978 The contract in the amount of $599,479
was awarded to RCA.

DOE's regulatory provisions applicable to subcontracting by DOE's
operating contractors are set forth in 41 C.F.R. Part 9—50 (1977).
Pertinent portions of these regulations provide as follows:
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9—50.302 Subcontracting policies and procedures.
9—50.302—1 General

Procurement activities of operating and other onsite contractors are governed
by contract provisions. Federal Procurement regulations generally are not
directly applicable. There are, however, requirements of certain Federal laws,
cuecut ire ordçrs, and regulations, including Federal Procurement Regulations,
ic/tick pcrtaiii to procurements by these contractors. These requirements, together
with implementing ERI)A procurement regulations which apply to contractor
procurement, are identified in this section. [Italic supplied.]

* * * * C

9—50.302—3 Policies
The following policies apply to contractor procurement. Within these policies

it is expected that procurement systems and methods will vary according to the
types and kinds of procurement to be made, the needs of the particular programs,
and the experience, methods and practices of the particular contractor.

* * * * * *
(b) Procurement should be effected in the manner most advantageous to the

Government—price, quality, and other factors considered. In order to assure
this objective and the award of business on an impartial basis, procurement (from
other than Government sources) shall lie effected liy methods calculated to
assure such full and free competition as is consistent with securing the required
supplies and services. Generally, procurement actions are carried out through
one of the following methods:

(1) Competitive offers or quotations and award. The competitive offer or quo-
tation and award method of procurement, which normally assures the greatest
degree of full and free competition, generally involves the following basic steps
and objectives:

* * * * * $ *
(iii) handling solicitations iii a manner which provides fair and equal treat-

ment to nil prospective contractors.
(iv) Making an award to the prospective contractor whose offer, in response

to the solicitation, will lie most advantageous to the Government, price and other
factors considered. However, if upon evaluation it is determined to be in the best
interests of the Government to enter into negotiations with prospective contrac-
tors before award, such negotiations should lie conducted in accordance with
(2) below with respect to according fair and equal treatment to prospective
contractors.

(2) Negotiation. Procurement by this method normally should lie conducted
by competitive negotiations through the solicitation and evalnation of pro-
posals, from an adequate number of qualified sources to assure effective com-
petition, consistent with securing the required supplies or services. * * Requests
for proposals should describe the property or services required as completely as
possible; allow sufficient time for the submission of proposals; and establish a
closing date for receipt of proposals. Proposals should be handled in a manner
which provides fair and equal treatment to nil prospective offerors. Selection of
offerors for negotiation and award shall he consistent with FPR 1—3.805 and
ERDA-PR 9-3.805.

EBDA (now DOE) PR 9—3.805 is not germane to this case. FPR
1—3.805—i provides in pertinent part that:

(a) After receipt of initial proposals, written or oral discussions shall be
conducted with all responsible offerors who submitted proposals within a com-
petitive range, price and other factors considered * *

* * * * * * *

(5) * * * [W]hen time proposal most advantageous to the Government in-
volves a material departure from the stated requirements, consideration shall
lie given to offering the other firms which submitted proposals an opportunity.
to submit new proposals on a technical basis which is comparable to that of the
most advantageous proposal : Provide(l, that this can lie done without revealing
to the tither firms any information to offeror does not want disclosed to the public
(see 1—3.103(b)).
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(b) * * * Whenever negotiations are conducted with several offerers, while
such negotiations may be conducted successively, all offerers selected to par
ticipate in such negotiations (sec 1-3.$O5—-1(a) ) shall be offered ai equllable
opportunity to submit such price, technical or other revisions in their iroisals
as may result from the negotiatums. All such offerors 1ialI be informed of the
specified date (and time if desired) of the closing of negotiations and that aiiy
revisions to their Proposals should be submitted by that date. In addition, all
such offerors shall he infornied that after the specified date for the closing
of negotiations, no information (other thaii pre-award notice of unacceptable
proposals or offers) will be furnished to any offeror until award has been
made. * * *

* * * * * $ *

(d) When, during negotiations, a substantial change occurs in the Goverme
ment's requirements or a decision is reached to relax, increase, or otherwise
modify the scope of the work or statement of requirements, such change (V
mnedification shall be * * * furnished to each prospective contractor.

Although 1)OE's regulatory 1)r0'O115 distinguish between the
"eoiulwtitive" procurement (a method somewhat akin to the Federal
procurement concept of formal advertising) and methods to be used
by 1)OE operating contractors, we find that the Sandia p1'O(''(11ir(5
approved by DOE (10 not define "competitive" or "negotiated pro
eureinent and do not clearly (listmglusli the two. Ior example, Sandia
Procurement Instruction (P.1.) 8.01 I 7.01 states:

* the award decision, whether based on competitive or fl(f/Othtte(1prieinf/,
shall iii addition to other considerations, be based on fair and euitahle treat—
memit; of all quoters * * . [Italic supplied.]
While P.1. 8.01 ' 7.0 states:

In cimipetitive situations, if discussions are conducted with or limiges granted
to one quoter, the other responsive quoters must be afforded equal treat-meat. * * *

Tn addition, P.1. 8.15 2.1 describes competitive lllir(llases as follows:
A purchase is ('ategorized "competitive" when the award is based oii at qi!at('

prier coin petition, i.e., two or more rcNpon.'iire quotations from responsible
tluoters. * * *

A Purelnise will also be categorized "competitive" when more than oiie Pro
posal is received amid the primary basis of selection is best proposal/alProacli
subniittetl and the price/cost arrangement is the secondary basis of selection.
[Italic in the original.]
It seems apparent tim! the "conipetitive situations" Ifl(fltiOIie(l ill

7.0 are not intended to be the same as the competitive ii'iciig nieli—
tioned in I 7.01 or in the DOE definition of "conipetitive offers" amul
tho term "competitive" IS it. is used in P.1. 8.14 1 clearly has two
meanings —one consistent with the I)OE regulatory definition (ii
"competitive offers" and the other meeting the I)OE definition of com
petitive negotiations.

The DOE/Sandia position is siniplv that the Pro(lil''nwiit WlLS
i"°i becuise it was conducted in accordance with Samidia's iil)I)roVe(l
proi'edures and that the comnp]ained of action—requesting a Price from
RCA an alternative approach Pi01)Osed by RCA for a small por-
tion of the contract—was not pi'ejucbcial to Cohu.
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We do not agree. Both the DOE regulations and the Sandia P.1.
require that Sandia's practices foster the "fair and equal" treatment
of all competitors. That term is not defined, so that what constitutes
fair and equal treatment in a given case obviously must be determined
on the basis of the facts and circumstances involved. In determining
whether a particular course of action results in fair and equal treat-
ment, we of course recognize that the practices and procedures of
the Government's prime contractors are not by themselves subject to
the statutory and re'ulatory requirements governing direct procure-
ments by the Federal Government, 51 Comp. Gen. 329, 334 (1971);
49 id. 668 (1970), and have stated that therefore the propriety of a
prime contractor award "must be considered in light of relevant prime
contract provisions" rather than those statutory and regulatory pro-
visions. Tennecomp Systems, Inc., B—180907, April 22, 1975, 75—1
CPD 244. However, since the subcontract awards are regarded as
"for" the Government, we have also stated that the award actions
should be measured against the "Federal norm," that is, the general
basic principles which govern the award of contracts by the Federal
Government, see Fiber Materials, Inc., B—191318, June 8, 1978, 57
Comp. Gen. 527, 78—1 CPD 422, so that the prime contractor's procure-
ments will be consistent with the policy objectives of the Federal stat.-
utes and regulations. See Piasecki Aircraft Corporation, B—190178,
July 6, 1978, 78—2 CPD 10; General Electrodynamics Corporation—
Reconsideration, B—190020, August 16, 1978, 78—2 CPD 121. Thus, in
defining for a specific situation, the fair and equal treatment require-
ment inherent in Sandia's approved procurement procedures, we be-
lieve the "Federal norm" provides the appropriate frame of reference.

In this case it is not clear whether Sandia was conducting a "com-
petitive" type procurement or a "negotiation" type procurement, since
elements of both appear to be present. In either event, we are unable
to conclude that fair and equal treatment was afforded to Cohu be-
cause it is clear that RCA was provided an opportunity to revise its
offer while Cohu was not.

In this regard, we point out that a fundamental precept of any com-
petitive procurement system is that all competitors must be given
the opportunity to submit offers on a common basis. Computek me.,
et al., 54 Comp. Gen. 1080 (1975), 75—1 CPD 384; 53 Comp. Gen.
32 (1973); 51 id. 518 (1972); 39 id. 570 (1960); Homemaker Health
Aide Service, B—88914, September 27, 1977, 77—2 CPD 230. Thus,
when formal advertising type procedures are utilized and one bidder
offers a product which varies from the advertised requirements, the
bid may not be accepted even though it would in fact meet the pro-
curing activity's actual needs. Instead, the activity is required to re-
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advertise so that all bidders are afforded an equal opportunity to coni
pete on the same basis—that of the activity's actual needs. 43 Comp.
Gen. 209 (1963); 52 id. 815 (1973). Similarly, when negotiation type
procedures are used, and

* * * there is a change in an agency's stated needs or * * * an agency decides
that it is willing to accept a proposal that deviates from those stated needs, all
offerors must be informed of the revised needs, usually through amendment of
the solicitation, and furnished an opportunity to submit a proposal on the basis
of the revised requirements. Corbetta Constructiom Company of Illinois, Inc., 55
Comp. Gen. 201 (1975) 75—2 CPI) 144; Computek Incorporatcd, at al., Aupra;
Unidynamics/St. Loui8, Inc., B—181130, August 19, 1974, 74—2 CPI) 107; Annan-
dale ,Scrvice Company, et ci., B—181806, December 5, 1974; 48 Comp. Gen. 663
(1969).
Unon Carbide Gorporation, 55 Comp. Gen. 802, 807 (1976), 76—i (WI)

In this case. Sandia sought competition on the basis of, inter aiio, a
theoretical reliability analysis. One competitor, RCA, offered an alter-
native approach. Sandia's willingness to consider that approach was
not ('ommunicated to the other offeror, (there is no suggestion here
that "technical transfusion" would have resulted, such as in Rayt1uon
('onmy. s4 Conip. Gcii. 169 (1974), 74--2 CPI) 137), and as a reiilt
of Sandia's seeking a price from RCA for the alternate approach,
RCA was given an opportunity to revise its price quotation while
tile other off eror was not. As a result, RCA and Cohu neither competed
on an equal basis (in connection with the reliability analysis) nor had
the same opportunity to submit final pricing.

DOE and Sandia maintain that no prejudice accrued to Cohu be-
cause Cohn coili(l not have lowered its price sufficiently on the basis of
a change in the item 10 reliability analysis requirement to overcome
the RCA price change. (Cohu's 1)rice for item 10 was $2,300, so that
even if Cohu reduced its price to zero, RCA's alternate proposal price
could "still be $20,622" lower than Cohu's overall price). Cohn doesn't
dispute those figures. It does, however, disagree with the DOE/Sandia
position, which Sandia states as follows:

It is an(lia's position that "equal treatment" does not require Sandia to per
mit ('ohu to requote all 10 items of the RFQ when RCA was only given an op-
portunity to price the RCA alternate proposal with respect to Item 10.

It would have been unequal treatment of RCA to have permitted Cohn to
repriec its quote after having only permitted RCA to price its alternate proposal
for Iteni 10. It should he pointed out that RCA did iiot know whether sandia
would award the contract based upon original Item 10 or the RCA alternate pro-
posal for Item 10. an option that remained open to Sandia up until the time
th contract was finally awarded. It should also be pointed out that R( 'A did
not know whether Cohn was being asked to price the RCA alternate proposal.
In fact. IWA (lid not know at any time whether Cohu was the low guoter or
the high quoter nor was Cohn ever advised prior to contract award whether
RCA was the low quoter or the high quoter. All RCA knew was that Sandia
was interested in their alternate proposal for Item 10 and desired to have the
price for that alternate proposal.

Inasmuch as any quote by Cohn on the RCA alternate proposal for Item 10
could not possibly result in Cohn being the low quoter, it was not "unequal treat-
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ment" for Sandia to award the contract to RCA without requesting Cohu to
price the RCA alternate proposal.
Cohu maintains that Sandia was required to request revised pricing
from it just as Sandia requested pricing from RCA, and that Sandia
could not properly have limited Cohu to a price revision for item 10
only.

It is the general rule in Federal procurements that offerors have the
right to change their proposals in any manner they see fit so long as
negotiations remain open, University of New Orleans, 56 Comp. Gen.
958 (1977), 77—2 CPD 201; PRC Information Sciences Company, 56
Comp. Gen. 768 (1977), 77—2 CPD 11; 49 Comp. Gen. 402 (1969), and
it has been recognized that when an opportunity for further discussion
is provided, offerors may offer substantial price reductions that are
unrelated to any changes made in the Government's stated require-
ments or may otherwise completely restructure their pricing. See Bell
Aerospace Company, 55 Comp. Gen. 244 (1975), 75—2 CPD 168, and
cases cited therein. This aspect of Federal negotiated procurement is
based in part on a recognition that offerors initially may structure
their price proposals in myriad ways. For example, where several line
items are involved, some offerors may propose very realistic prices for
each line ilem, while others may assign a large portion of overall costs
to a particular line item and propose a very low price on other line
items. Other off erors may propose high prices on all or most line items,
thereby retaining the option of significantly reducing their individ-
ual item and/or overall pricing should the opportunity arise. Con-
tracting officers, of course, generally are not in a position to know pre-
cisely how each offeror has structured its pricing in such situations.

This case provides a good example of the disparate pricing ap-
proaches competitors may take. RCA's original quotation was $659,188,
while Cohu quoted a significantly higher $743,104. However, when
some months later RCA and Cohu were asked to confirm those prices,
RCA lowered its price approximately 5 percent, to $623,779, while
Cohn lowered its price approximately 16 percent to $622,451. For item
10, RCA originally proposed a price of $31,500 while Cohu's price for
the item was $2,700. It may be that Cohu's item 10 price was unreal-
istically low, that the RCA price was reasonable, •and that RCA's
drastic reduction for the item 10 alternate approach was also real-
istic. On the other hand, it may also be that Cohu's item 10 price was
the realistic one, and that RCA's price was realistically unrelated to
the actual cost for the item 10 work. In that case, RCA, merely by
being asked to quote a price for the alternate approach, would have
been given an opportunity to substantially revise its overall pricepro-
posal under the guise of modifying only its item 10 price.
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In light of the wide variety of pricing approaches which competing
offerors may take, we do not think contracting officials properly can
limit proposal revisions to individual aspects of the proposals. Rat her,
we believe basic fairness requires that if some change is made in the
procuring activity's requirements, off erors generally must l)e perlxlitte(l
to modify their proposals however they wish since only they know
how the change will impact on their overall proposal as submitted. In
this case, RCA may well have had that opportunity as a result of its
high item 10 price. It would be manifestly unf air to Cohu, we think,
for it to be denied an opportunity to revise its proposal merely because
it structured its individual item pricing differently.

We appreciate Sandia's statement that RCA had merely been asked
to quote on the alternate approach without being told that Sandia
would procure on that basis. However, in view of Sandia's expressed in-
terest in the alternative approach, RCA could have reasonably be
lieved that the approach was acceptable to Sandia and that a irie
reduction could only help its competitive position.

In short, we believe that Sandia could not provide the fair and equal
treatment called for by its procedures without providing both RCA
and Cohu the opportunity to revise their proposals on the basis of the
item 10 alternative approach.

Cohu originally requested that Sandia terminate its contract with
RCA and award the contract to it. Subsequently, "because the in-
terests of many parties must be considered in this matter," Cohn rec-
ognized that this Office "may be unable to grant the requested relief"
and suggested instead that. RCA be permitted to deliver "approx-
imately the first half of the cameras and Cohu then corumence de
livery, without interruption, of the balance." Cohn maintains that
while this result would satisfy neither RCA nor Cohu, it would, in view
of the circumstances, offer a measure of fairness and equal treatment.
Cohu also contends that this would result in only "slight additional
cost," because the companies were to provide off-the-shelf models, and
RCA could sell the undelivered cameras to its commercial customers
without sustaining a loss. Finally, Cohn asserts that this proposal
would permit both companies to compete for follow-on procurements.

Sandia, however, asserting that its "experience" indicates that such a
terniination would result in RCA being paid substantially the full
contract price and claiming that 80 percent of the contract price would
be a "conservative estimate" for termination at the midpoint of per-
formance, avers that such a termination would result in more than
"slight additional cost." Sandia also states that the introduction of a
second camera into the system would cost "at least $100,000," and con-
sequently says that it is "presently evaluating whether follow-ou pill-
chases should be on a sole source or a competitive basis." RCA con-
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tends that the termination costs would be $70,000 higher than estimated
by Sandia if its contract were terminated midway.

In our view, none of the information offered by the parties is of
any particular value in our consideration of the relief, if any, to be
accorded Cohu. Clearly Cohn has no basis to conclude that termina-
tion costs would be minimal, save for its assumption that RCA could
sell all of the undelivered cameras in the commercial market-place. On
the other hand, neither Sandia nor RCA has documented its estimates
nor considered the commercial value of the undelivered cameras in
those estimates. However, cost to the Government is but one aspect
of our consideration of whether it is in the best interest of the Govern-
ment to take corrective actions which might entail termination of an
improperly awarded contract. Other considerations would include the
seriousness of the procurement deficiency, the degree of prejudice to
Cohn, the good faith of the parties or the extent of performance.
Honeywel7 Information Systems, Inc., 56 Comp. Gen. 505 (1977),
77—1 CPD 256.

At this point, of course, Cohu has not shown that it was entitled
to the award—only that it was improperly denied the right to com-
pete for the contract under the modified specifications, hence a partial
termination of RCA's contract would not be proper. It may well be
that the requirement to furnish actual test data rather than the the-
oretical data upon which Cohu's quotation was based would be more
costly to Cohu. Thus Cohn may have raised rather than reduced its
price if it were unaware of RCA's quotation. Whether Cohn would ulti-
mately have been the low offeror had it been originally accorded the
opportunity to revise its quotation is mere speculation. Recompetition
would be the more appropriate remedy, but we do not believe that it
would be in the best interest of the Government to recompete the con-
tract or any portion thereof at this time. There is, for example, no
evidence to suggest, nor do we have any reason to believe, that the
Sandia contracting representative acted in bad faith. Also, 50 percent
or more of the contract has been performed, and costs in excess of that
are likely to have already been incurred. In addition, the award was
delayed several months because of the earlier protest, and any recom-
petition would necessarily entail even further delay. We thus do not
believe there is any practical way we can afford any meaningful relief
in this case.

We are bringing this matter to the attention of the Secretary of
Energy.

(B—183086]

Details—Compensation—Higher Grade Duties Assignment
Department of Health. Education, and Welfare detailed employees to higher grade
positions, but finds it difficult or impossible to show that vacancies existed. Claims
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ofemployees for backpay under Turner-Caklwdll, 56 Comp. Gen. 427 (1977), may
be considered without any finding of vacancies. It is not a condition for entitle-
ment to a retroactive temporary proniOtion with backpay that there niust have
existed, at the time a detail was ordered, a vacant position to which the claimant
was detailed. However, the position must he established and classified.

In the matter of retroactive temporary promotion for extended
details to higher grades, September 7, 1978:

This action is in response to a letter dated ,June 5, 1978, from the
Assistant Secretary for Personnel Administration, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, requesting an interpretation ot our
Tu'rei'-Caldweil decision B—183086, dated March 23, 1977, 5( Conip.
Gen. 427, with respect to Identical-Additional (IA) 1)OSitiOflS. The
Assistant Secretary states that IA positions exist where large bodies
of employees are appointed to do the same work under one common
position description and classification. The letter states that it is the
understanding of the Department of Health, Education, and Welf are
that a condition for entitlement to retroactive, temporary promotion
with backpay is that there must have existed, at the time the detail
was ordered, a vacant, officially classified position to which the claim-
ant was detailed. However, it appears that a iiumber of employees have
l)een detailed to higher grade duties, but it may be difficult or mi-
possible in some cases to show that vacancies existed. Therefore. we
have been asked whether the position to which an employee is detnileti
must be vacant before he can acquire entitlement to a retroactive tem-
porary position with backpay.

Our recent decision B—191266, dated June 12, 1978, 57 (1omp. Gen.
536 concerned a request by the Federal Labor Relations Council for
an advance decision as to the legality of implementing a backpay
award granted by an arbitrator because the Internal Revenue Service
(IRS) failed to temporarily promote two grievants (hiring their as-
signments to higher grade duties. The IRS argued there were no
vacant, funded positions to which the grievants could have been as-
signed. We stated that we were unaware of any requirement that a
position be vacant in order for an employee to be detailed to that 1)Osi-
tion, and we pointed out that the definition of a detail ts set forth in
the Federal Personnel Manual (FPM). chapter 300. sul,chapter .
states that a position is not filled by a detail since the employee con-
tinues to be the incumbent of the position from winch he is (letaile(l.

The Federal Personnel Manual, chapter 300, subchapter 8, further
states that details may be made to meet eniergencies oCcasiOfle(l by
abnormal workload, change, in mission or organization. or unantici-
pated absences. The FPM also states that a detail may be mfla(le pending
official assignment, pending description and classification of new
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position, pending security clearance, and for training purposes. Thus,
there is no FPM requirement that an employee must be detailed to a
vacant position; rather, the FPM merely authorizes an agency to detail
an employee to higher grade duties for a short period under the
circumstances stated above.

In addition, FPM chapter 335, subchapter 4, lists some uses of a
temporary promotion. Included are situations where an employee has
to perform the duties of a position during the extended absence of an
incumbent, to fill a position which has become vacant until a permanent
appointment is made, to assume responsibility for an increased work-
load for a limited period, or to participate in a special project which
will last for a limited period. In this connection we point out that there
is only one example cite.d which requires a vacant position. Moreover,
it is apparent that there is no vacant position when an employee is
temporarily promoted to perform the duties of a position during the
extended absence of the incumbent.

Finally, the United States Civil Service Commission (CSC) has
promulgated implementing guidance concerning our Turner-Caidwell
decision in CSC Bulletin No. 300—40 dated May 25, 1977, subject: GAO
Decision Awarding Backpay for Retroactive Temporary Promotions
of Employees on Overlong Details to Higher Graded Jobs (B—183086).
Paragraph 4 of that bulletin states: "For purposes of this decision, the
position must be an established one, classified nuder an occupational
standard to a grade or pay level." [Italic in original.] If the posi-
tion must be vacant, besides established and classified, the CSC would
have so stated when it forcefully set forth the requirements for the im-
plementation of the decision. It is clear from the statement in the bul-
letin that the crucial aspect in the Turner-Gaidwell line of cases is that
the position be established and classified. Vacancy is not a mandatory
condition.

Two additional points made in our earlier decisions should be noted.
In 56 Comp. Gen. 427, we emphasized the necessity of an employee
satisfying the existing statutory and regulatory requirements before
acquiring entitlement to a retroactive temporary promotion with
backpay. Examples given include the time-in-grade requirements of
the "Whitten Amendment," 5 U.S.C. 3101 note, and requirements
governing appointments to supergrade positions under 5 TJ.S.C. 3324.
Secondly, 57 Comp. Gen. 536, supra, concludes with the caveat that the
decision does not change the general rule that the mere accretion of
duties in a position does not entitle the occupant to a pron1ot10i.

Accordingly, there is no necessity that a personnel office find there
was a vacant position as a condition for considering retroactive action
under Turner-Caidwell with respect to IA positions.
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(B—190547]

Officers and Employees—Tranfers——Relocation Expenses—"Set-
tiement Date" Limitation on Property Transactions—Contract Date
as Settlement Date—"Contract for Deed"
Employee, incident to transfer of official station effective August 18, 197, sold
residence through "contract for deed" on February 27, 1976, and was reimbursed
for expenses incident to transaction. Ills claim for additional expenses incurred
incident to legal title transfer upon purchaser's payment of loan may be isud.
Extension of time limit for settlement is not required since "contract for deed
date, which was within 1 year of employee's transfer, is settlement date under
FTR para. 2—6.le. Additional expenses were made "within a reasonable amount
of time" since they were incurred within 2-year maximum time limitation of
FTR para. 2—tUe. However, payment for title search may not be made if it dupli-
cates expenses for title insurance. B—188300, August 29, 1977, amplified.

In the matter of Larry W. Day—real estate expenses—time limita-
tion:

This decision responds to a request dated October 17, 1977, from 11.
Larry jordon, an tuitlmnzed certifying officer of the US. l)epart—
ment of Agriculture. Mr. Jordan asks whether reimbursement. may fit'
niade for certain expenses incurred by Mr. Larry Wt. J)ay, an employee.
of the Animal and Plant health Inspection Service, in connection
with the sale of his residence at his 01(1 official station incident to his
transfer front Williamston, Michigan, to Fremont, Michigan, effective
August 18, 1975.

On February 27, 1976, Mr. 1)ay signed a contract for the sale of his
residence at his old official station, with the purchase price to be "'
paid in full within three (3) years from the (late hereof." Tie was
reimnl)ursed for the $2,716.50 real estate expenses lie incurre(l in this
transaction. This expenses were as follaws:

Legal fees forland contracL... S1. 00
Closing fee—i/2 17.50
Title insurance 101. 00
Real estate commission .___ 2, 583. 00

Total - , 716.50
On August 11, 1977, the purchaser Paid oil the land contract cxc-

rated on February 27, 1976, and assumed the existing mortgage on the
real estate. Mr. l)ay seeks reimbursement for the expenses he incurre(l
related to this portion of the transaction. The expenses claimed are as
follow-s

Abstract or title search_.. $101. 00
l)ocunient preparation——deed 25. 00
State tax/stanips—deed. 40.70

Total $166.70
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Mr. Jordan first inquires whether Mr. Day's claim for reimburse-
ment is valid in the absence of an extension for the settlement date
of the real estate transaction as required by the Federal Travel Regu-
lations. Paragraph 2—6.le of the FTh provides in part that a Govern-
inent employee shall be reimbursed for expenses required to be paid
by him in connection with the sale by him of one residence at his old
station, provided that:

The settlement dates for the sale and purchase * for which reimbursement
is requested are not later than 1 (initial) year after the date on which the
employee reported for duty at the new official station. Upon an employee's writ-
ten request this time limit for completion of the sale and purchase * * * may be ex-
tended by the head of the agency or his designee for an additional period of time,
not to exceed 1 year, regardless of the reasons therefor so long as it is determined
that the particular residence transaction is reasonably related to the transfer
of official station.

Our decision in Larry J. Light, B—i 88300, August 29, 1977, cited by
Mr. Jordan, is a case similar to the instant one. In that case the em-
ployee claimed reimbursement of expenses incurred subsequent to the
(Tate on w-hich the sale contract was executed. The decision states in
part:

The authority for reimbursement of real estate expenses incurred by an em-
ployee pursuant to a transfer of official duty station is contained in 5 U.S.C.

5724a (1970) and the implementing travel regulations * * * Our Office has held
that tinder the statute (and prior regulations) an employee may be reimbursed
for real estate expenses incurred in a transaction such as in the present case
which is known as a "contract for deed." 46 Comp. Gen. 677, supra, and B—165146,
September 16, 1908. Although legal title to the property was retained by the
seller, the effect of the contract was to transfer equitable ownership of the
property to the buyer and, for the purposes of meeting the 1-year "settlement
date" time limitation contained in FTR para. 2—6.le, we would conclude that the
"settlement date" involved in this transaction was the date the contract was
executed. 46 Comp. Gen. 677, supra, and B—165146, supra.

The instant case falls squarely within this ruling. A "contract for
(iced" is a "]and installment contract" under which the purchaser pays
the purchase price in installments, and obtains equitable title upon the
execution of the contract but does not obtain legal title to the premises
until the contract is fulJy paid. B—185095, August 13, 1976, citing
13—165146, September 16, 1968. This is the nature of the contract in the
present case.

Under the terms of the contract in the present case, title to the prop-
erty remained in Mr. Day until the purchaser paid the full purchase
price or, pursuant to the terms of the contract, Mr. Day executed and
delivered a warranty deed to the purchaser subject to any mortgages
assumed by the purchaser. Also, the purchaser had the right to imme-
diate I)Ossession of the premises. Such provisions clearly meet the
transfer of equitable ownership test set forth in 46 Comp. Gen. 677,
supra, and 13-465146, September 16, 1968.

In view of this and since the real estate agent's commission and
various other closing costs were charged to Mr. Day on February 27,

279—723 0 — 79 — 2
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1976, the date the contract was executed is considered the settlement
date. Since settlement was effected within 1 year of Mr. 1)ay's transfer,
it was not necessary for him to obtain an extension under FTR para.
2—6.le for his claim for additional expenses incident to the settlement
to be considered.

Mr. Jordan next inquires whether Mr. Day's expenses may he con-
sidered as being "within a reasonable amount of time" and "reasonably
foreseeable as to amount when contract was executed" as required by
13—188300, sitpra-. That decision cites the barring act, 31 LS.C. 71a
(1976). which requires that all claims cognizable by the General
Accounting Office be received within 6 years of the date of first accrual.
Such citation does not indicate that real estate expenses incurred by a
transferred employee during the 6 years following his transfer may be
reimbursed; it merely states the time within which a claim must be
submitted in order to be considered. The maximum time limitations for
settlement of real estate transactions of transferred employees is 2
years (when an extension is granted). The vast majority of trans-
ferred employees enter into real estate transactions which involve con-
ventional settlements transferring legal title and, thus, are limited to
eimbursement of expenses incurred within a maximum period of 2

years. Since all employees should be treated uniformly, we hereby
hold that an employee who enters into a "contract for deed" transaction
may only be reimbursed for real estate expenses incurred within 2
years of the date of his transfer. We are also of the view that additional
expenses incurred within the maximum period of 2 years in accordance
with a "contract for deed" may be considered as incurred within a
reasonable period of time. B—-188300, August 29, 1977, is amplified
accordingly.

The costs of the abstract or title search and 1)reparation of the (leell
are reimbursable under FTR para. 2—6. 2c as legal and related expenses.
The costs of the state tax and stamps are reimbursable, under FTJt
para. 2- -6.2d, as miscellaneous expenses. In the instant case tIme ex-
penses for which reimbursement is claimed were incurred within 2
years of Mr. T)ay's transfer and, therefore, were ma(le within a reason-
able time. Moreover, if the amounts pai(l by Mr. I)ay were within the
customary range for such items at his old official station, the expenses
were reasonably foreseeable as to amount when the contract was exe
cuted. however, on the basis of the present record it appears that the
!b01 payment for title insurance on February 27, 1976, duplicates the
item of $101 for title search paid on August 11, 1977. See FTR para.
9—6.2c. If this is so, only one of the two items is allowable.

Accordingly, the travel voucher submitted by Mr. I)ay may be cer-
tilled for payment as indicated above if otherw-ise proper.
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E B—114829]

National Railroad Passenger Corporation—Applicability of Free-
dom of Information, Privacy and Sunshine Acts
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) is an "agency" for
purposes of tile Freedom of Information, Privacy, and Sunshine Acts, notwith-
standing the statement in 45 U.S.C. 541 that Amtrak was not "to !be an agency
or establishment of the Government of the United States" since it is (1) headed
by a collegial body—aboard of directors—the majority of whom are appointed
by tile President with the advice and consent of the Senate, and (2) a Govern-
ment-controlled Corporation as that term is used in 5 U.S.C. 552(e). Furthermore,
legislative history of Freedom of Information and Sunshine Acts indicates con-
gressional intent to include Amtrak.

Federal Register—Publication-—Required
Government Printing Office is required by 44 U.S.C. 1504(a) () to publish infor-
mation in Federal Register that Amtrak is required to publish under Freedom
of Information, Privacy, and Sunshine Acts. Furthermore, Amtrak may be iilled
for such publication in accordance with 44 U.S.C. 1509, as amended y Pub. L.
No. 95—94, since Amtrak is an "agency" within the context of that provision.

In the matter of printing by Government Printing Office for Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation, September 8, 1978:

This decision to the Public Printer is in response. to an inquiry from
the Geneial Counsel, Government Printing Office (GPO), asking
whether the GPO is authoriied to open an account for the National
Railroad Passenger Coporation (Amtrak) for printing notices sub-
mitted by Amtrak pursuant to section 3(a) of the Goveriiment in the
Sunshine Act, 5 U.S.C. 552b (1976) (Sunshine Act).

Specifically, we have been asked:
* * * whether Amtrak is an agency or establishment of the United States

Government and, therefore, whether an Amtrak printing account can be opened
at GPO for printing Sunshine Act notices, etc., in tile Federal Register. Is there
an implied authority to the GPO to print by virtue of Amtrak being placed under
the Sunshine Act? Can GPO prhTt Amtrak's material in the Federal Register anO
bill Amtrak for such printing?
- In order to respond to these questions, an analysis of the relevant.
legislative provisions is necessary.

The GPO is authorized and required to do all the Government's
printing by 44 U.S.C. 501 (1970), which provides in pertinent part
(with exceptions not relevant here) that:

All printing, binding, and blank-book w-ork for Congress, the Executive Office.
the Judiciary, other than the Supreme Court of the United States, and every
executive department, independent office and establishment of the Government,
shall be (lone at the Government Printing Office, * *

* * * * *

Printing or binding iiay be done at the Government Printing Office only when
authorized by law.

The GPO's publication of the Federal Register is authorized by 44
I5.S.C. 1504 (1970). Further, the law requires publication in the Fed-
eral Register of, inter alia, "documents or classes of documents that
that may be. required so to be published by Act of Congress." 44 IJ.S.C.
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1505 (a) (3) (1970). "Document," as used in section 1505, is defined in
44 U.S.C. 1501 (quoted infra).

The documents in question are submitted by Amtrak pursuant to
section 3(a) of the Sunshine Act, Public Law 94 409 (September 13,
1976), 00 Stat. 1241, which requires that every meeting of an agency
be announced in advance and opened to the public unless otherwise
excepted, and also provides in pertinent part that:

Immediately following each public announcement required by this subsection,
notice of the time, place, and subject matter of a meeting, whether the meeting is
open or closed, any change in one of the preceding, and the name and phone num-
ber of the official designated by the agency to respond to requests for informa
tion about the meeting, shall also be submitted for publication in the Federal
Register. 5 V.S.C.

The Act further roi(s:
Each agency subject to the requirements of this section shall, within iSO days

after the date of enactment of this section, following consultation with the
Office of the Chairman of the Administrative Conference of the United Statesand
publishe(1 notice in the Federal Register of at least thirty days and opportunity
for written comment by any person, promulgate regulations to implement the
requirements of subsection (h) through (f) of this section . 5 F.S.('.
552b(g).

Thus, if Amtrak is an "agency" for purposes of the Sunshine Act,
tilen GPO is authorized and required to publish this information iii
the Federal Register. Furthermore, since, a finding that Amtrak
is an "agency" for purposes of S U.S.C. 552b would, as discussed
1)elow, require a finding that it is also an agency as defined in S U.S.C.

552 (e), then GPO would similarly be required to publish certain
material required by the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA),
5 U.S.C. 552. and the Privacy Act, S U.S.C. 552a which both apply
to agencies as defined in 5 TJ.S.C. 552(e).

"Agency" is defined by 5 U.S.C. 552b(a) (1) to mean:
* * * aiiy agency, as defined in section 552(e) of this title, headed by a col-

legial body composed of two or more individual members, a majority of whom
are appointed to such position by the President with the advice an(1 consent of
the Senate, and any subdivision thereof authorized to act on behalf of the agency

while 5 U.S.C. 552(e) (1976) provides that,:
For purposes of this section, the term 'agency" as defined in section 551 1 of

this title includes any executive department. military depirtineiit. Goverimeiit
corporation, Government controlled corporation, or other establishment in the
executive branch of the Government (including the Executive Office of the l'resi
dent), or any independent regulatory agency.

S U.S.C. 551 (1) defines an 'agency" to mean "each authority of the
Government of the United States, whether or not it is within or sub-
ject to review by another agency with certain exceptions not
relevant here. See also 5 U.S.C. 103 concerning the terms "Govern-
ment corporation" and "Government controlled corporation." Thus
whether Amtrak is an "agency" for purposes of the Sunshine Act
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depends upon whether it is an "agency" as defined by 5 U.S.C. 552(e)
and is headed by a "collegial body" as required by S U.S.C. 552b(a)
(1).

Section 301 of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, 45 U.S.C.
541 (1970), established Amtrak as a "for profit corporation" whose

purpose is to "provide intercity rail passenger service, employing inno-
vative operating and marketing concepts so as to fully develop the
potential of modern rail service in meeting the Nation's intercity pas-
senger transportation requirements." It is a mixed-ow-nerslup Govern-
ment corporation for purposes of the Government Corporation Control
Act. 31 U.S.C. 856. Pursuant to 45 U.S.C. 545(a), Amtrak possesses
all the usual powers conferred upon a stock corporation by the I)istrict
of Columbia Business Corporation Act, D.C. Code 29—901 et seq.
(1973). which places the authority for managing corporate business
affairs in the board of directors. I).C. Code 29—916.

Amtrak is governed by a board of directors who are citizens of the
JTnite(l States and which is comprised as follows:

(A) The Secretary of Transportation, ex officio, and time President of the
Corporation, ex officio.

(B) Eight members appointed by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, to serve for terms of fonr years or until their successors
have been appointed and qualified, of whom not more than five shall be appointed
from the same political party.

(0) Three members elected annually by the common stockholders of the
Corporation.

(I)) Fonr members elected annually by the preferred stockholders of the
Corporation, which members shall be elected as soon as practicable after the first
issuance of preferred stock by the Corporation. 45 ILS.('. :543(a) (1) (Supp. V,
1975).

Thus, there are potentially 17 members of the Amtrak Board of Di-
rectors. It is clear that the 8 members specified in 45 TJ.S.C. 543(a) (1)
(B) qualify to he counted toward the majority of the "collegial body"
under 5 U.S.C. 552b(a) (1). It is equally clear that the 3 members in
subsection (C). the 4 members in subsection (1)), and the President of
the Corporation do not so qualify. It may be argued that the Secretixy
of Transportation, although appointed by the President with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, is not appointed "to such position" vis-
a-vis Amtrak. However, since the Secretary's membership on the Am-
trak Board is a statutory ex officio position, it automatically and neces-
sarily accompanies the appointment as Secretary and should therefore,
in our opinion, be viewed as an appointment "to such position" for
purposes of 5 U.S.C. 552b(a) (1). Therefore, we believe a majority
of tile Amtrak Board of 1)irectors qualifies under 5 U.S.C. 552b(a)
(1) amid the Board is thus a "collegial body" as the term is used in
I hat subsection. We would also note that it has been indicated that there
are presently no preferred stockholders, reducing the Board's de facto
membership by four, the number that the preferred stockholders are
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authorized to elect. While the day-by-day business of Amtrak might
be carried on by officers selected by the Board of Directors, it is clear
that the ultimate decision-making authority is the Board and thus
Amtrak is "headed by a collegial body" for purposes of the Sunshine
Act.

The applicability of 5 U.S.C. 552b(a) (1) to Amtrak is confirmed
by reference to the legislative history of the Sunshine Act, where, in
the Conference Committee Report, it is stated that:

The conference substitute is subsection (a) of new section 552b. It Is th same
as the House amendment, except as follows:

* •* * * * *
2. Although the language of the House amendment referring to a covered

agency as 'headed by a collegial body" is used in the substitute instead of the
reference in the Senate bill to "the collegial body comprising the agency," the
intent and understanding of the conferees regarding this provision is that meet-
ings of a collegial body governing an agency whose day-to-day managemeiit may
he tinder the authority of a single individual (such as the United States Postal
Service and the Xational Railroad Pa,scngcr Corporation (Amtra1)) are in-
cluded within the definition of agency. ILR. Rep. No. .1441, 10 (1976). [Italic
supplied.]

That Amtrak is also an "agency" for purposes of 5 U.S.C. 552(e)
is equally clear.

Section 301 of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, 8iqn'a, 45
U.S.C. 541, which established Amtrak, also provided that it would
"not be an agency or establishment, of the United States Government."
Standing alone, this provision could generally be construed to exempt
Amtrak from the coverage of laws applicable to such agencies or estab-
lishments. Notwithstanding this provision, however, Amtrak is of
course subject to laws expressly made applicable to it or to mixed-
ownership Government corporations generally. Furthermore, where
there is conflict between the effects of a new provision and prior stat-
utes, the new provision, as a later expression of the will of the legis—
lature, is controlling, 35 Comp. Gen. 117 (1975).

It should be noted that prior to 1974 the FOIA did not set forth a
definition of "agency." Also the uncertainty of whether the definition
of "agency" in 5 U.S.C. 551(1) applied to Government-controlled
corporations, in conjunction with the statement in 45 U.S.C. 341,
scented to indicate that the FOIA did not apply to Amtrak. Congress
resolved the doubt by enacting Public Law 92—316 (June 22, 1972),

3(b), 86 Stat. 28, specifically subjecting Aiiitrak to the FOIA. 43
U.S.C. 543(g) (Supp. V, 1975). Subsequently, the Congress ad-
dressed the more general problem of the application of the FOIA by
enacting Public Law 93—502 (November 21, 1974), 3, 88 Stat. 1564,
which added subsection (e) to 5 U.S.C. 352 (quoted 8upra) , defining
"agency" for purposes of the FOIA. Thus Government-controlled
corporations were specifically brought under the FOIA's coverage.
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The legislative history of the 1974 FOIA amendments clearly estab-
lishes that Congress intended the term "Government controlled corpo..
ration" to include Amtrak. For example, in explaining the definition
of "agency" in the House bill, the report of the House Committee on
Government Operations states:

For the purposes of this section, the definition of "agency" has been expanded
to include those entities which may not be considered agencies under section
551(1) of title 5, U.S. Code, but 'which perform governmental functions and con-
trol information of interest to the public. The bill expands the definition of
"agency" for purposes of section 552, title 5, United States Code. Its effect is to in-
sure inclusion under the Act of Government corporations, Government controlled
corporations, or other establishments within the executive branch, such as the
U.S. Postal Service.

* * * * * * *

The term "Government controlled corporation," as used in this subsection,
would include a corporation which is not owned by the Federal Government, such
as the National Railroad Pa8scngcr Corporation (Amtrak) * * [Italic sup-
plied.] H.R. Rep. No. 93—870, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 8 (1974).

Similarly, the Senate Judiciary Committee reported as follows:
To assure FOIA application to the Postal Service and also to include publicly

funded corporations established under the authority of the United States, like
the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (45 U.S.C. 541), section 3 in-
corporates an expanded definition of agency to apply under the FOIA. S. Rep. No.
93—854, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 33 (1974).

See also Rocap v. Indiek, 539 F. 2d 174, 177—178 (D.C. Cir. 1976), in
which the Court discussed this legislative history in concluding that
FOIA applied to the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation.

Thus notwithstanding 45 U.S.C. 541 which provides that Amtrak
is not an agency or establishment of the Government, the Congress
has through subsequent legislation made Amtrak an "agency" for pur-
poses of the Freedom of Information, Privacy, and Sunshine Acts.
Thus Amtrak must publish the information required by these acts in
the Federal Register, and the GPO is required to publish this informa-
tion by virtue of 44 U.S.C. 1505 (a) (3).

Regarding payments for printing, the Legislative Branch Appropri-
ation Act, 1978, Public Law 95—94 (August 5, 1977), 408, 91 Stat. 683,
anien4ed 44 U.S.C. 1509 (a) to provide, as follows:

The cost of printing, reprinting, wrapping, binding, and distributing the Fed-
cml Register and the Code of Federal Regulations, and, except 'as provided in
subsection (h), other expenses incurred by the Government Printing Office in
carrying out the duties placed upon it by this chapter shall be charged to the
revolving fund provided in section 309. Reimbursements for such costs and ex-
penses shall be made by the Federal agencies and credited, together with all
receipts, as provided in section 309 (b).

We note that 44 U.S.C.. 1501 provides in pertinent part that:
As used in this chapter, unless the context otherwise requires—
"document" means a Presidential proclamation or Executive order and an

order, regulation, rule, certificate, code of fair competiton, license, notice, or simi-
lar instrument, issued, prescribed, or promulgated by a Federal agency;

"Federal agency" or "agency" means the President of the United States, or
an executive department, independent board, establishment, bureau, agency, in-
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stitution, commission, or separate office of the administrative branch of the
Government of the United States but not the legislative or judicial branches of
the Government;

The purpose of the amendment to 44 U.S.C. 1509 was to shift the
burden of bearing the cost of publishing the Federal Register and the
Code of Federal Regulations from the legislative branch appropria-
tion acts (where GPO funds for printing and binding were provided)
to the agencies that most directly benefit from their use, thereby better
relating the cost of the activity to the program or function that benefits
from it. See S. Rep. No. 95—338, 62—63 (1977). Since Amtrak is re-
quired to publish certain information in the Federal Register, con-
sistent with the purposes of 44 U.S.C. 1509 as amended by Public
Law 95—94, Amtrak is an agency for purposes of that section and thus
should be billed for the printing done on its behalf in the Federal
Register. Furthermore, there would be no basis for objecting to GPO's
opening an account directly in favor of Amtrak other than billing it
through the Department of Transportation as is now the case.

(B—178759]

Intergovernmental Personnel Act—Per Diem—Temporary Duty
at More Than One Location
Employee assigned under Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA) and receiving
per diem at his IPA duty station, may receive an additional per diem aflowaiwe
for temporary duty (PDY) at another location since 5U.S.C. 3375(a) (1) permits
such payment. The amount of additional per diem should reflect only the increased
expenses resulting from the TDY assignment.

Intergovernmental Personnel Act—Per Diem—Headquarters
When employees are assigned under the Intergovernmental Personnel Act and
authorized per diem, their IPA duty stations are considered temporary duty sta-
tions since per diem may not be authorized at headquarters. Therefore, employee
stationed in San Francisco, California, who is authorized per diem while on WA
assignment in Washington, D.C., would not be entitled to per diem under S
3375(a) (1) (C) while performing temporary duty at San Francisco, since Govern-
ment may not pay subsistence expenses or per diem to civilian employees at thlr
headquarters, regardless of any unusual conditions involved. However, the em-
ployee is entitled to travel allowance under 5 U.S.C. 3375(a) (1) (C).

In the Matter of Environmental Protection Agency—Per Diem
Under the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970, September
11, 1978:

Is it allowable to pay an Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA)
assignee per diem at the IPX assignment duty station and also to pay
him for temporary duty (TDY) travel performed to another location
on the. same day l

This is the question posed by Paul J. Elston, Deputy Assistant Ad-
minist rator for Resources Management, Envi ronmetal Protection
Agency. He also asks us to identify an IPX assignee's permanent duty
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station and the effect of such a determination on the assignee's entitle-
ment to per diem when he performs TDY at his original place of
domicile.

Regarding the first question, title IV of the IPA provides for the
assignment of personnel between the Federal Government and state
and local governments and institutions of higher learning for periods
which should generally not exceed 2 years. Section 3375 of title 5,
United States Code, provides in pertinent part:

(a) Appropriations of an executive agency are available to pay, or reimburse,
a Federal or State or local government employee in accordance with—

(1) subchapter I of chapter 57 of this title, for the expenses of—
(A) travel, including a per diem allowance, to and from the assign-

ment location;
(B) a per diem allowance at the assignment location during the period

of the assignment; and
(C) travel, including a per diem allowance, while traveling on official

business away from his designated post of duty during the assignment
when the head of the executive agency considers the travel in the interest
of the United States * * *

The use of the word "and" following subsection (B) suggests that
an IPA assignee would receive per diem at the IPA assignment duty
station while also receiving a travel and per diem allowance for tem-
porary duty at another location. However, the use of the word "and"
is not, in itself, necessarily determinative. There has been some laxity in
the use of conjunctive and disjunctive terms such that the courts have
treated these words in whatever manner is necessary so as to be con-
sistent with the legislative intent. lÀ Sutherland Statutory Construc-
tion 90—91 (1972).

The IPA was designed to improve the quality of American Govern-
inent, with l)atiCu1ar emphasis given to strengthening state and local
governments. The Act focuses on three basic problems in the public
manpower area: the interchange of Federal, state, and local employees;
ftaining programs; and personnel management. In carrying out the
program of temporarily exchanging personnel between the various
governments, the Congress recognized that the employees would en-
counter additional expenses. Hence, section 3375 authorizes the pay-
ment of travel, including a per diem allowance for state. and local
government employees assigned to Federal agencies and Federal em-
ployees assigned to state and local governments. This section is
intended to be broad enough to provide for the needs of Federal, state,
and local employees en route to, from, and during their assignments
in either the Federal Government, or state and local governments. See
11.11. Rep. No. 91—1733, 91st Cong., 2d Sess. 20, reprinted in [1970]
U.S. Code Cong. & Ad. News 5898.

In 53 Comp. Gen. 81 (1973) we held that IPA assignees are not
entitled to both per diem and change-of-station allowances for the
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same assignment even though 5 U.S.C. 3375 permits the payment of
both the benefits associated with a permanent change o station and
those normally associated with a temporary duty status since nothing
in the statute or its legislative history suggests that both types of
benefits may be paid incident to the same assignment. In that decision
we also noted that the needs of the IPA assignees could be met without
the necessity of applying a different rule for employees traveling on
IPA assignments from that which applies to employees traveling on
training assignments or on official business generally.

Also, we have held that, when an employee travels on a temporary
duty assignment, he is entitled to only one per diem allowance during
each day under 5 U.S.C. 5702. However, situations have arisen when
it was necessary for an employee on temporary duty to incur two
lodging costs on the same day. An example of such a situation is
given in B-158882, April 27, 1968. In that case an employee assigned
to temporary duty in Saigon, Vietnam, was required to retain his
lodging there while he incurred additional lodging expenses incident
to temporary duty at other locations in Vietnam. In that case we held
that, if an appropriate agency official authorized actual expenses not
to exceed the statutory limitation, we would not object to lodging costs
at 1)0th locations included as a part of the daily subsistence expenses.
Also, see B—164228, October 9, 1975, and B--182600, August 1h 1975.

However, the payment of two per them allowances under the instant
statute would not be inconsistent with those decisions by our Office
that. denied two per diem payments. In those cases, there was no statute.
authorizing the. payment of two per diem allowamices as in the situa-
tion here. Furthermore, those cases either dealt with one set of expenses
or involved the election by the employee of receiving allowances for
temporary duty versus those for permanent duty l)Ut not both.

In connection with IPA assignments, it appears that there will be.
instances where it would be beneficial to the Government and equitable
toward the employee to permit two per (hem payments. If an em-
ployee is assigned to an IPX duty location for an extended period of
time, it is assumed that the agency will authorize a per them rate based
on the employee obtaining housing on a long—term l)asis to take ad-
vantage of available lower rates than those charged on a daily basis.
See Federal Travel Regulations (FTR) (FPMR 101—7) para. l—7.3ac
(May 1973). Also, when an employee obtains housing on a long-term
basis at his IPX duty location, it appears that he would have to retain
it and incur additional expenses, at least for lodging, when he is
required to perform temporary duty away from his usual IPX duty
location. As indicated above, we have recognized that when a Govern-
ment employee on an ordinary temporary duty assignment must pay
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for two lodgings on the same day, he may be reimbursed to the extent
that the governing statute permits. Therefore, it is our view that an
IPA employee may be reimbursed for additional expenses necessarily
incurred by him at a temporary duty point away from his usual IPA
duty station. In view of this and since the legislative history of the
IPA shows an intent to provide for the needs of IPA assignees, we
hold that the word "and" in 5 U.s.c. 3375(a) (1) is a conjunctive term
and that an IPA assignee may be authorized a second per diem when
he. incurs additional expenses because of a temporary duty assignment
away from his usual IPA duty station. Of course the second per diem
should not cover more than the expenses necessarily incurred by the
IPA assignee as a result of the temporary duty assignment. Any
portion of the per diem allowances that would amount to a double
payment as determined by the agency should not be paid.

We are also asked to identify an IPA assignee's permanent duty
station and the effect of such duty station identity oii the employee's
entitlement to per diem.

Per diem may not be authorized at headquarters under 5 U.s.c.
5702; it is only authorized incident to temporary duty assignments
away from employees' headquarters. Therefore, when employees on
IPA assignments are authorized per diem their permanent duty sta-
tions are not changed and their IPA duty stations are temporary duty
stations. For example, should an employee stationed in San Francisco,
California, be given an IPA assignment in Washington, D.C., San
Francisco would remain his headquarters. Consequently, if that em-
ployee was sent to San Francisco on TDY, he would be entitled to a
travel allowance under 5 U.S.C. 3375(a) (1) (C). However, due to the
fact that San Francisco is his permanent duty station, he would not
receive per diem. In this connection, we have consistently held that in
the absence of specific statutory authority, the Government may not
pay subsistence expenses or per diem to civilian employees at their
headquarters, official duty station, or place of abode, regardless of any
unusual conditions involved. See FTR para. 1—7.6a; 42 Comp. Gen.
149 (1962); B—180806, August 21, 1974; B—169235, April 6, 1970;
B—169163, September 11, 1970; and B—182586, December 17, 1974.

(B—191395]

Leaves of Absence—Administrative Leave—Injury or Illness in
Line of Duty—Insurance Proceeds
Since neither the Federal Medical Care Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 2651, iior other
authority gave the U.S. the right to collect from the liability insurer of a negligent
driver the value of administrative leave granted an injured officer of Secret
Service Uniformed Division under 5 U.S.C. 6324, the amount mistakenly collected
may be paid to the officer.
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Torts—Third-Party Liability—Recovery by Governmeiit
Without legislative authority, the C.S. has no legal claim against third-party
tort feasors or their liability insurers for benefits the V.S. provides l'ro1s
because of injuries caused by tort feasors. Cnder Supreme Court decisions, such
claims involve fiscal policy for Congress to decide. However, in a proper (iLse, the
I.S. can have a valid claim as a third-party beneficiary under insurance contract
terms such as for no-fault, medical payment, and uninsured motorist coverages.

In the matter of Andrew L. Kuip—insurance proceeds for adminis-
trative leave, September 12, 1978:

This action responds to a request from the Director of the Secret
Service for an opinion whether Officer Andrew L. Kuip is entitled to
insurance proceeds paid by the insurance company to the United
States for administrative leave granted to Officer Kuip under 5 U.S.C.

6324 because of injury sustained in the line of duty.
During a routine scooter patrol for the Executive Protective Service

(now the Secret Service Uniformed Division) on October 27, 1975,
Officer Kulp suffered a knee injury in the District of Columbia when
an automobile backed into the scooter he was operating. His adminis
trative leave, authorized for 112 hours because of his injury, was
valued at $644, based on an hourly wage of $5.75. In addition, the
Government's expense for Officer Kuip's medical treatment was
$151.74.

Officer Kulp retained a private attorney who proceeded to settle with
the liability insurer of the driver causing the injury. On December 22,
1975. the Executive Protective Service requested the insurer in writing
to pay the Government's expenses of $795.74 incurred as a result of the
accident, separately itemiziIg the $644 for administrative leave, as well
as the Government's cost for medical treatment. By letter of ,January 5,
1976, the insurer requested the Executive Protective Service to furnish,
anlong other information, the statute. or other legal authority per-
mitting the Government's recovery from the insurer. On January 12,
1976, an officer of the Executive Protective Service responded, cvi-
(lently informing the insurer by telephone that the Government's claim
upon the insurer for the administrative leave, as well as the Govern-
inents medical expense, was authorized by the Federal Medical Care
Recovery Act, Public Law 87—(93, September 25, 1962, 76 Stat. 593, as
amended, 42 IT.S.C. 2651—2653.

Complying with Executive Protective Service's request for pay-
ment, the insurer paid the ITnited States $795.74 on September 3, 1976,
representing a portion of the $1,600 settlement the insurer had granted!
Officer Kulp. However, he questioned the legality of this payment to
the United States rather than himself. Subsequently, it was adminis-
tratively determined that the Uniformed Division's policy of collect-
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irig such payments for administrative leave was without legal author-
ity. Since then, the Uniformed Service has ceased efforts to collect
these payments, although it continues to pursue collections for medi-
cal expenses against third-party tort feasors and their insurers under
the Federal Medical Care Recovery Act.

The Federal Medical Care Recovery Act states in pertinent part,
at 42 U.S.C. 2651:

* * In any case in which the United States is authorized or required by law
to furnish hospital, medical, surgical, or dental cas-e nd treatment (including
prostheses and medical appliances) to a person who is injured or suffers a disease,
after the effective date of this Act, under circumstances creating a tort liability
111)011 some third persomi * to pay damages therefor, the United States shall
have a right to recover from said third person the reasonable value of the care
and treatment so furnished or to be furnished . [Italic supplied.]

The italicized portion clearly means that the care and treatment fur-
nished by the Ijnited States for which it may recover against liable
th]r(l parties are limited to those items specifically mentioned, i.e.,
"hospital, medical, surgical, or dental care and treatment" the United
staten is authorize(l or required by law to furnish. Administrative
leave, although intended for absence with pay because of injury or
sickness resulting from the performance of duty, is not within the
meaning of "hospital, medical, surgical, or dental care and treat-
ment." Accordingly, we share the view expressed by Secret Service
staff that the Federal Medical Care Recovery Act did not authorize
collection against the liability insurer for the value of administrative
leave granted Officer Kulp under 5 U.S.C. 6324.

The Secret Service asks that the following issues be addressed:
1. Assuming that the Federal Medical Care Recovery Act does not

authorize the recovery of administrative leave granted under 5 U.S.C.
6324, is there any other authority permitting recovery based on any

Government obligation to furnish the leave?
2. If the Government is authorized to recover but fails to assert its

claim under the proper authority, must it return the funds it has
obtained?

3. If the Government cannot support a valid legal claim over the
funds by any theory, must the funds be returned to the employee
(officer Kuip in the present case) ?

Concerning the first issue, we are not aware of any legal authority
)er1m1itting the Government's recovery against tort feasors or their
insurers for a(lministrative leave granted to officers of the Secret Serv-
ice Imformed Division, even though there may be an obligation to
furnish the leave under 5 U.S.C. 6324. Subsection (a) of this pro-
vision states:

(a) Sick leave may not be charged to the account of a member of the Metro-
politan Police force or the Fire Department of the District of Columbia, the
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Cnited States Park Police force, or the United states 1ecret &rviec Uniformed
Division for an absence due to injury or illness resulting from the performance
of duty. [Italic supplied.]

The puipoe of 5 U.S.C. 6324 is to 1e1nhit absence from (Iutv for
jth-related sickness or injury without using up accumulated sick
leave. II. Rept. No. 1220, 88th Cong., 2d Sess., March 6, 1961, and S.
Rept. No. 1347, 88th Cong., 2d Sess., August 7, 1964. It provides a
statutory benefit similar to sick leave. The Supreme Court in r7n'ite,l
States v. Standard Oil Co. of California, 332 U.S. 301 (1947), ruled
that the United States in the absence of legislative authorization has
no right to recover from a third party liable in tort for injuring a
military memfber who received Government benefits because of his
injuries. The Court said the question involved Federal fiscal policy
to be determined by the Congress, not the courts. This principle was
extended in tiüted States v. Gilman, 347 U.S. 507 (1954), denying
the Government's claim for indemnity against a Federal employee
whose negligence required the United States to pay mui injured thul(1
party under the Federal Tort. Claims Act, 28 U.S.C. 2671 et seq.
(1970).

It is to be noted, however, that the Government's inability to re-
cover against tort feasors and their insurers under a liability policy
in no way detracts from any valid claim the Government may have as
a third-party beneficiary under certain insurance contract provisions,
for example, no fault, uninsured motorist, and medical payments (SW-
erages. tJnfed States v. Government Kmplo'yees Ins. Co., 440 F. 2(1
1338 (5th Cir. 1971) (uninsured motorist provisions); United States v.
Government Employees Ins. Co., 461 F. 2(1 58 (4th Cir. 1972) (medi-
cal payments clause); United States Automobile Assoc. v. Holland,
283 So. 2d 381, 385—386 (Fla. App. 1973) (no fault). The Secret Serv-
ice Legal Counsel informally advised that in Officer Kulp's case, no
policy provision of'this kind exists.

Since the answer to the first issue is in the negative, it is unnecessary
to address the second issue.

As to the third issue, we would have no objection if the Secret
Service paid Officer Kulp the $644 for administrative leave mistakenly
collected from the insurer of the negligent driver.

[B—192149]

Contracts—Specificatjons__flevjatjons_Informal v. Substantive—
Negotiated Procurement—Utilization Factor Requirement
Request for proposals (RFP) contemplated (1) that offerors would submit one
rate' for 2-year contract term and rate was to be computed on "100 percent
basis" and (2) that award would he made based on low evaluated price. Gen-
eral Accounting Office would not object to agency's acceptance of price proposal
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with separate rates for each year where rate was computed on "80 percent basis"
because those deviations relate only to form and are not material.

Contracts—Negotiation—Prices.—--Cost and Pricing Data Evalua-
tion
Agency and one offeror contend that proposal, which deviates from RFP's con-
templated pricing structure, may not be accepted because (1) all offerors were
not advised that such deviations would be permitted, and (2) deviation may have
exposed other offerer to less risk. Contention is without merit because deviation
relates to form only and record indicates that offerers had sufficient information
to make business judgment regarding actual risk involved.

Contracts—Negotiation—Evaluation Factors—Delivery Provisions,
Freight Rates, etc.
Contention that one offeror failed to propose acceptable service regarding 21-day
delivery requirement is without merit. Agency explains and record shows that
both offerers proposed acceptable and substantially similar service.

Contracts—Protests——Timeliness——Solicitation Improprieties—Ap-
parent Prior to Closing Date for Receipt of Proposals
Contention, first made after closing date for receipt of initial proposals, that
cost factor should have been added to offeror's prices to represent greater risk of
loss and damage is untimely under 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (1) (1977) and will not be
considered on merits since alleged solicitation defect was not protested prior to
closing date for receipt of initial proposals.

Contracts—Protests——Procedures——Bid Protest Procedures—Time
for Filing—Date Basis of Protest Made Known to Protester
Contention—that Government-stuffed-container factor of 10 percent instead of
24 percent should have been used to evaluate price proposals—was not raIsed
within 10 working days after basis of protest was known; therefore, it is un-
timely under 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (2) (1977) and will not be considered on merits.

Contracts—Negotiation——Changes, etc.—Reopening Negotiations—
Not Justified—Minor Deviations in Otherwise Acceptable Proposal
Where (1) Government's actual needs would be satisfied under initial RFP,
(2) one offeror's minor deviation from RFP's contemplated price scheme was not
material, and (3) proposals may be evaluated on equivalent basis, best course
of action is for agency to award under initial RFP to low total priced otherwise
acceptable offeror.

In the matter of Foss Alaska Line, September 12, 1978:
The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey

has requested our opinion in connection with civil action No. 78—1223,
entitled Sea-Land Service, Inc. v. Brown, et al. That civil action con-
cerns the same subject matter involved in a bid protest filed with our
Office by Foss Alaska Line (FAL) regarding request for proposals
(RFP) No. N0003378R1301 issued by the Department of the Navy,
Military Sealift Command (MSC), for the furnishing of ocean trans-
portation services between Seattle, Washington, and Adak, Alaska,
on a contract carriage basis (less than shipload lots) by United States
flag vessels for a minimum period of 2 years. In response to the RFP,
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two offers were received, one from FAL and one from Sea-Land Serv-
ice, Inc. (Sea-Land). The problem here concerns the proper method
of evaluating FAL's offer; in FAL's view, it should be awarded the
contract without further procurement action; in Sea-Land's view, it
should be awarded the contract without further procurement action;
and MSC believes that another round of best and final offers is re-
quired before award can be made. To assist in resolving the problem,
the court has ordered, with the consent of the parties, that FAL, MSC,
and Sea-Land provide our Office with detailed reports. Those, thor-
ough and well-documented reports and comments form the basis for
our views.

BACKGROTJNI)

The RFP solicited rates for three categories of containerized and
hreakbulk cargo (i.e., vehicles; refrigerated or "reefer" cargo; and
general cargo, not otherwise, specified, or "NOS") to be stated on a
per ineasurenient ton, or 40 cubic feet (MT) basis, to be effective for
the '2-year period. Estimated quantities for each category were pro-
vided in the RFP. The RFP further provided for a minilnuni charge
per container for cargo NOS and reefer cargo loaded or "stuffed" into
the carrier's container by the Government, equal to the offered rate
per MT times 100 percent of the agreed average interior capacity of
the container—the "100 percent basis." A container can seldom, if
ever, be utilized to 100 percent of the interior capacity of the coii-
tamer because of such factors as cargo shape, weight, packaging, and
securing. Most military cargo moving from Seattle to Alaska "free
flows" to the ocean carrier's commercial terminal and is stuffed by the
ocean carrier. Since the Government has no control over the amount
of cargo placed in a container, the RFP specified there would be no
minimum eharge for a container stuffed by the carrier. The 1(FP did
not S1)ecify what proportions of those cargoes would be stuffed by the
carrier and Government but for evaluation purposes MSC used a fac-
tor of 24 percent. The RFP also provided that in evaluating offers
"a] iiticipated annual cost for use in determining the cost favorable
carrier will be determined by pricing out the categories and volumes
of cargo shown in paragraph 5(f) at the applicable rates set forth
by each offeror in the appropriate statement of rates."

Sea-Land's offer contained one rate for each category of cargo for
the 2-year period and was predicated on the "100 percent basis" when
stuffed by the Government. FAL, on the other hand, submitted an
offer which varied from the RFP in two respects: (1) it offered one
set of rates for the first year and another, higher set of rates for the
second year; and (2) it provided that, with respect to cargo NOS and
reefer cargo to be stuffed by tile Government, the minimum charge per
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container would be calculated by multiplying the offered rate per MT
by 80 percent of the stated interior capacity of the container—"80
percent basis."

MC initially decided that FAL's offer was acceptable and should
be evaluated on the 100-percent basis. Subsequently, during discus-
sions, FAL was again advised that its offer was acceptable. Later
best and final offers were received; evaluated prices follow:

Sea-Land FAL
$6, 393, 964 (100-percent basis) $6, 741, 264 (100-percent
$6, 393, 964 (100-percent basis) basis)

$6, 287, 326 (80-percent basis).

*Obtajned by increasing Foss' Government-stuffed rate by 25 pCrcnt.

Based on the 100-percent basis price evaluation, award was made to
Sea-Land as the low-priced offeror and FAL was so advised. Foss
immediately protested to MSC's contracting officer. After due con-
sideration the contracting officer determined that the award to Sea-
Land was null and void and that negotiations should be reopened.

MSC's Position
MSC believes that upon receipt of FAL's offer, the contracting

officer should have (1) informed FAL that its offer was not in com-
pliance with the RFP and requested FAL to revise its offer so as to be
fully responsive to the RFP, pursuant to the Defense Acquisition Beg-
ulatioii (1)AR) 3—805.3 (a) (1976 ed.), or (2) if there was merit
to the changes FAL proposed, the RFP should have been modified to
allow both offerors an opportunity to submit offers on the same basis,
as required by DAR 3—805.4(a) or (c). The error was magnified
in MSC's view because FAL was advised its offer was acceptable,
after it had raised the point in negotiations. The error was further
compounded in MSC's view when FAL's price was compared with
Sea-Land's by MSC's erroneously increasing FAL's price by a 25-
Percent increase on certain rates.

MSC contends that since DAR requirements were not followed by
the contracting officer, the award to Sea-Land was a nullity and was
not binding on the Government. MSC's rationale is (1) a contracting
officer's authority is limited to the actual authority conferred by stat-
iite or regulation (The Floyd Acceptances, 74 U.S. (7 Wall.) 666,
675676 (1868); Federal Crop Ins. Corp. v. Merrill, 332 U.S. 380
(1947)) ; (2) private parties are charged with notice of all limitations
upon the contracting officer's authority (United States v. Zenith-
Godley Co., 180 F. Supp. 611 (S.D.N.Y. 1960)); a.nd (3) a contracting
officer is an agent of the Government and as such may bind the United

279—723 0 — 79 — 3
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States only in accordance with the authority granted him by statute
or regulation (Candec Corp. v. United States, 369 F.2d 753 (Ct. Cl.
1966)).

MSC also contends that it was equally clear that an award could
not be made to FAL because Sea-Land was not given an opportunity
to compete on the same basis as FAL, as required by DAR 3-
805.4(c).

Next MSC believes that reopening the negotiations is the only
appropriate and fair remedy for past errors in the procurement process
and is lawful even though both off erors now know each other's
In Support MSC refers to several of our decisions; for example in
Silcnt hoist d Crane (lo., Inc., B—186006, June 17, 1976, 76—1 CPI) 39.
where bids were solicited three times-—tl1e first solicitation was canceled
following receipt of bids because the contracting officer determined the
requirement could be met at a substantially lower price than that bid
by the only bidder; thereafter, two bids were received iii response to
a second solicitation but before award could l)e made, the assets of Ihit'
low bidder were purchased by another firm and it was deteiniinetl
award could not be made to either the low bidder or its successor, an(l
that the other bidder's price was unreasonably high; in response to a
third solicitation the successor firm bid a substantially lower price
than the only other bidder, Silent hoist. Silent hoist argued that the
third solicitation constituted an "auction" but our Office conelmied
the agency's action was proper in the circumstances.

MSC also argues that a situation similar to the instant one was
involved in Computer Net work Corporation; Tymhare, Inc., 56 Comp.
Gen. 245 (1917), 77—i CPI) 31. There, after receipt and evaluation of
proposals, the Navy awarded a contract to Tymshare. An unsuccessful
off eror, Computer Network Corporation (CXC), contended that Tyni-
share's offer had been improperly evaluated and that under a I)FOPeP
evaluation CNCs offer was low. The contracting officer agreed and
tenninated the contract With Tynishart' and awarded the contract to
CXC. Tvinshare then protested. contending that CXC's offer (lid not
comply with a mandatory technical requirement of the RFP. Our
Office determined that Tymshare's offer had been improperly evaluated
initially and that CNC's offer should not have been accepted i)ecause
it did not comply with a mandatory requirement. Under the circum-
stances, we recommended that. the Navy "reopen negotiations," even
though the initial offers had beeii revealed to the competing parties.

MSC further contends that our decision in E. Walters i Company,
Inc.; Dynamit Nobel A G; Nieo Pyroteclinik K G, B—180381, May 3,
1974, 14—1 CPD 226, contains a factual situation virtually identical to
the instant situation. There, following receipt and evaluation of pro-
posals, the Army awarded a contract to Dynamit Nobel. The other
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offerors contended that the evaluation was improper; the Army
terminated the contract for convenience and issued a new RFP with
revised requirements and evaluation factors. E. Walters & Company
contended that the resolicitation was improper because it should have
been awarded the contract as low-priced offeror under the original
solicitation and because Dynarnit's price had been disclosed. We noted
that the revised needs of the Army might affect the prices offered and
we concluded that the resolicitation did not constitute an auction.

FAL's Position
In suI, FAL submits that (1) the separate rates for each contract

year and an 80-percent utilization factor for determining the minimum
charge for source-stuffed containers represented a valid and accept-
able means of calculating the relative cost to the Government over the
term of the contract; (2) even if the use of separate rates for each
year and an 80-percent utilization factor could be said to be deviations
from the RFP, they were not substantive in nature and did not prej-
iidice Sea-Land's ability to compete for the contract; (3) MSC's
initial erroneous decision to evaluate FAL's price by using a 100-
percent utilization factor to determine the charge for source-stuffed
containers can be corrected now, without reopening, merely by proper
calculation of the prices in FAL's offer, and (4) there is simply no
compelling reason to reopen negotiations.

With regard to FAL's first contention, FAL argues that the RFP
does not require offerors to utilize and charge the same rates in each
year of the contract; indeed, the R.FP's evaluation of offers section
refers to "[a]nticipated annual cost." FAL also argues that the total
contract cost is readily found by adding the two cost figures for years
1 and 2.

With respect to the use of an 80-percent utilization factor, FAL
notes that the utilization factor and the rate per MT are essential in
calculating the minimum charge per container, and that using a 100-
percent utilization factor and a lower rate could result in the same
minimum charge per container as would result from an 80-percent
utilization factor and a higher rate. FAL also notes that the RFP
calls for MT rates and provides that MSC will calculate the minimum
charge for source-stuffed containers by multiplying the rate by the
container utilization factor; thus, the actual calculation was to be
made by MSC and was not a part of the offer. The total estimated
mmimum cost to the Government for source-stuffed containers would
then equal the MSC-calculated minimum charge per container multi-
plied by the number of containers estimated to be moved under the
contract.

FAL believes that its approach to the instant RFP was acceptable
and similar to the situation in the Court of Claims' decision in Tide-
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water Management Services v. United States, Ct. Cl. No. 10i 1'!
(March 22, 1978). There, the low offeror's proposal was based on an
innovative analysis of underlying costs associated with Navy mess
hall services and proposed significantly fewer hours than the number
estimated by the Navy. That RFP contemplated only two manning
schemes but the low offeror, Integrity Management, ProP05t(T SIX
different manning schemes. The Navy's selection of Integrity Manage
ment was challenged and rejected by the Court of Claims because al
though Integrity's offer did not comply with the assumptions of the
RFP and although the RFP did not contemplate new techniques. it
did not bar them. Therefore, the court concluded that:

When proposals in the best interests of a Government procurement do not
violate the terms of the solicitation, they are not to be disregarded because
they are innovative in a way not foreseen and not forbidden by the RFP.

With regard to FAL's second contention, FAL states that the ue
of separate rates for each year and an SO-percent utilization factor only
represent another method to calculate total estimated cost and the
basic economies of contract performance remain the same. In FAL'
view, Sea-Land would not have arrived at any lower total estimated
cost to the Government using FAL's methods of calculation than it
did using its own methods of calculation because each carrier has
certain revenue as a goal no matter how rates are calculated. FAL
argues that here, as in the Tidewater ease, the. use of a novel approach
by an offeror did not reflect a change in the scope of work or the
Government's requirements as set forth in the RFP.

Concerning FAL's third contention, FAL states that MSC erred
in its evaluation of FAL's offer by applying FAL's rate per MT to
a 100-percent utilization factor because FAL's rate MT ton on au
80-percent basis was necessarily higher than it would have been had
Foss submitted its rate on a 100-percent basis. FAL argues that the
error can by corrected by proper calculation based on existing informa
tion without reopening negotiations.

With regard to FAL's fourth contention, FAL argues that reopen
ing negotiations would produce an impermissible "auction" atnios-
phere since the offerors know the details of each other's rates. hi
FAL's view, the proper remedy is to correct the evaluation of PALs
offer, making FAL the low responsible offeror, and to award the
contract under the initial RFP to FAL. FAT states that MSC has
made no substantive changes in the RFP to be, used in reopened
negotiations and the circumstances do not justify resolicitation. Fur-
ther, FAL contends that the decisions cited by MSC are inapplicable
because: resolicitation was approved in Silent Hoist Crane Co.. me..
supra, solely because the bids under the two previous solicitations were
unreasonably high; resolicitation was approved in Aleo Metal Stamp-
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ing Corp., B—181071, September 4, 1974, 74—2 CPD 141, solely be-
cause the only bid under the initial IFB was held to be unreasonably
high; resolicitation was approved in New England Engineering Co.,
Inc., B—184119, September 26, 1975,75—2 CPD 197, solely because there
was an ambiguity in the IFB which made it impossible to tell whether
project completion was required within 90 or 180 days; and resolicita-
tion was approved in Santa Fe Engineers, Inc., B—184284, September
26, 1975, 75—2 CPD 198, solely because there was an ambiguity in the
phasing of work provision of the IFB which was confusing to the
bidders. FAL believes that M5C's reliance on the E. Walters Com-
pany, inc., and Computer Network Corporation decisions is also
misplaced.

FAL concludes that reopening negotiations here—where each of-
feror has the other's offer, where the only error in the procurement
process was one of mathematical evaluation, and where there has
been no substantive change in the RFP—would seriously undermine
the integrity of the competitive procurement system.
Sea-Land's Position

In sum, Sea-Land contends that (1) the. award was made in ac-
cordance with the RFP and applicable statutes and regulations and,
therefore, constitutes a binding contract which should be honored,
(2) negotiations should not be reopened, and (3) FAL's offer should
have been rejected for not complying with the 21-day delivery time
requirement and the 100-percent rate basis requirement.

With regard to Sea-Land's first contention, Sea-Land states that
its offer was in accordance with the RFP and was the cost favorable
offer; therefore, the award constituted a binding and enforceable
2-year requirements contract. Sea-Land also notes that the contract
contains no "termination for the convenience of the Government"
clause and no other provision for declaring the contract "null and
void." In Sea-Land's view the controlling case is John I?einer Co.
v. United States, 325 F. 2d 438 (Ct. C]. 1963), cert. denied, 377 US.
931 (1964), in which the court stated:

Where a problem of the validity of the invitation or the responsiveness of the
nctPpted hid arises after the award, the court should ordinarily impose the
1)111(111mg stanip of nullity only when the illegality is plain. 325 F. 2d at 440.

There, the court rifled that the bid was responsive to the invitation and
the invitation was sufficiently clear and, thus, the initial award was
valid. Sea—Land also refers to the other cases, including Warren Bros.
Road8 (Jo. v. UnitedStates, 355 F. 2d 612, 615 (Ct. Cl. 1965), in which
a similar standard was pronounced:

If the contracting officer acts in good faith and his award of the contract is
reasonably under the law and regulations, his action should be upheld. In other
words, a determination should not be made that a contract is invalid unless
its illegality is palpable.
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Citing Laithi' Bu.thi8s Pioducts, B—187969, May 11, 1977, 77-1 CPD
336, Sea—Land contends that our Office's decisions have held that once
a contract comes into existence, even if improperly awarded, it should
not be canceled, that is, regarded as void h ,i;f;o unless the illegality
of the award is "plain." The test of a plainly illegal award is whether
the award was made contrary to statute or regulation because of some
action or statement by the contractor or whether the contractor was on
direct notice that the procedures being followed were inconsistent with
statutory or regulatory requirements; if the test is not met a contract
may not be canceled, but can only be terminated for the convenience of
the Government.

In Sea-Land's view, FAL could have submitted an offer based on
one price for 1)0th years and a rate based on the 100-percent basis as
eiuired by the RFP ; instead, FAL elected —without notice or any

consultation— to submit an offer which constituted a departure from
the RFP ; therefore, FAL is "at fault" in causing this coiitrovery.

With regard to Sea-Land's second contention, Sea-Land and FAL
oppose any reopening of negotiations and Sea-Land argues that the
same cases cited by FAL prohibit reopening negotiations under these
circumstances. Both parties believe that a proper award can be or has
been made without reopening negotiations. Sea-Land also argues that
MSC's possible unilateral mistake concerning FAL's offer iS not
grounds for canceling Sea-Land's contract.

Regarding Sea-Land's final contention, Sea-Land states that (1)
an analysis of the sailing schedule in FAL's offer shows that the
delivery time. FAL proposed was in excess of the 21-day delivery
fl(1l1iremne1t in the RFP, (2) MSC should have increased FAL's evalu-
ated total price by $378,000 due to the greater risk of loss and damage
associated with FAL's tug and barge operation relative to Sea-Land's
service; and (3) if MSC had used the more realistic factor of 11) per-
cent versus 24 percent as the expected Government-stuffing percentage
Sea-Land would have been the low-price evaluated offeror no matter
how FAL's pnce proposal was evaluated.

ANALYSIS—Evaluation of FAL's Offer

First, we must consider the effect of FAL's offer which was sub-
mitted on the 80-percent basis. The RFP contained an evaluation
scheme simply designed to permit the multiplication of (iisClosed
estimated quantities by rates (in dollars per MT) supplied by offerors
for each of nine separate categories so that the summation of the
l)rOthlcts would represent an offeror's relative estimated total price over
the life of the contract. The procuring agency contemplated that (1)
rates for certain Government-stuffed containers would be proposed
on the basis that the Government would pay for shipping 100 percent
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of the container's capacity no matter how much was in the container,
(2) MSC used a factor of 70 percent to represent average container
fill for evaluation purposes, and (3) award would be made to the
responsible, low-total-priced offeror which proposed otherwise
acceptable service.

FAL's offer was not calculated on the 100-percent basis because
FAL believed that for the Government-stuffed containers a realistic
average container fill would be about 80 percent. Therefore, under
FAL's proposal the Government would pay for shipping only 80
percent of a container's capacity when the fill was less than 80 percent
and the Goverrnnent would pay for the actual amount shipped when
the fill was above 80 percent. For evaluation purposes it is noteworthy
that the Government used a factor of 70 percent to represent the
average actual utilization of capacity.

When properly evaluated, FAL's total estimated price for the re-
(luired service was lower than Sea-Land's. FAL's proposal did not
change any term or condition of the RFP's service requirements. It is
argued by MSC that FAL's 80-percent basis price proposal had the
effect of reducing some of the risk to which it would have otherwise
been exposed on the 100-percent basis. The risk referred to by MSC
is that fewer than the estimated number of containers would be stuffed
by the Government. In this regard, we note that MSC's detailed ex-
ample shows that rates proposed on the 100-percent basis veitus the
80-percent basis are lower to project the same total revenue; MSC
concludes that the amount FAL would have reduced its rates had it
proposed based on the 100-percent basis is unknown because of the risk
factor. 'We do not believe that the reduced risk argument had any
impact on Sea-Land's offered price because the Government appar-
ently disclosed that for evaluation purposes it would be assumed that
the Government would stuff 24 percent of the containers by Sea-Land,
the incumbent contractor, believed that over the term of the contract
the 24-percent estimate was unrealistic and the Government would only
stuff 10 percent of the containers. Thus, we have no basis to conclude
that Sea-Land, in structuring its proposed rates, did not fully con-
suler the risk associated with the Government's stuffing fewer than
24 percent of the containers.

Each offeror knew from the RFP that the bottom line—relative esti-
mated total price—was the basis for selecting the otherwise accept-
able offeror. Each offeror also knew from the RFP that the quanti-
ties estunated for each category w-ere not guarantees that such amounts
would be shipped. Risks were inherent in any selection of rates for
each category but both offerors knew how the selection was to be made.
l3oth offe,rors structured their rates based on their own circum-
stances—flxed costs. overhead, variable costs, profit, etc.—and their
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best business judgments with the intent of offering the lowest total
estimated cost to the Government. From the Government's standpoint.
a price proposal structured either way would he acceptable ts ('vi-
denced by the initial and revised RFP's. In any event, no matter how
efficiently the Government stuffs the containers, FAL's 1)1(1 prices
will result in a lower total cost to the Government.

Accordingly, while the structure of FAL's price proposal-=-the 80-
perceiit basis-—differed from the RFP's scheme, the difference was one
of form and iiot of substance and was iiot a material deviation 1w-
cause FAL would have heeii obligated to perform the reqmred service
at the firm fixed rates stated in its proposal.

Secondly, FAL's p' proposal contained one rate for the first year
and a higher rate for the second year. For purposes of evaluation, it is
our view that the two separate rates present no material prol)leIIU
MSC had no difficulty in obtaining a firm estimated total piuce over
the term of the contract. For that reason, Sea-Land's contentiom
that FAL's two-rate price proposal was unacceptable -is without
merit. Further, Sea-Land's concern— that an extension beyond the 2-
year term would create a serious problem in deciding what price rate
should apply--—is without basis since article I :17 of the RFP specifi-
calls' provided for amending the rates after the initial 2-ear period.

The above conclusions are supported by our recent decision in
Corporation. B—190562, January 24, 1978, 78—i OPT) 64, where the
solicitation requested firm fixed rates for a single line of display type.
as follows:

(a) Lines up to 7" in length per line $
(li) Lines over 7" in length per line $

I.T.S. prol)osed one price for each category, while a competitor pro-
posed a price for category (a) and a variable price ($1.5() for 7 inches
1)1115 25 cents for each additional inch) for category (b). The agency
knew that the maximum line length is 16 inches and, therefore, evalu-
ated the competitor's bid based on the maximum 1ice, which was
lower than the protester's. Since the competitor's bid was otherwise
'sponsive. the specific piic' for each order can be determmed and
while it might be less, it could not exceed the pmw used for evalua—
tion thus, we concluded that although the structure of the competi—
tor's bid 1)rice deviated from the solicitation's contemplated scheme.
it could nevertheless be evaluated essentially on the same basis as the
protester's by using the competitor's maximum price. See also N/maw-
roe!? Fire Construction Company, B--191749, August 16, 1978; Tide-
water Jlanagement Serrices v. United States, supra. We believe that
the same rationale is applicable in the instant case.

Thirdly. Sea-Land's belief that FAL failed to propose acceptable
service regarding the RFP's vessel sailings and delivery time require-
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ment of 21 days is incorrect. MSC thoroughly explains that the service
Sea-Land presently provides and proposes to continue is not signif-
icantly different from FAL's proposal and that both offerors' pro-
posals satisfied the RFP's requirements. After careful review, we must
agree with MSC analysis that both proposals were acceptaible.

Finally, Sea-Land's contentions—that (1) FAL's operation would
subject the Government to greater risk of loss and damage and, there-
fore, a cost factor should have been added to FAL's price for evalua-
tion purposes, and (2) that for purposes of evaluation a factor of 10
percent should have been used instead of 24 percent—are untimely
under our Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. part 20 (1977). Section
20.2(b) (1) requires ofFerors to protest any alleged solicitation defect
before the closing date for receipt of initial proposals. here, as MSC
notes, the RFP's evaluation scheme did not include any factor for rela-
tive risk to the Government of loss and damage; if Sea-Land believed
that one was required or would have been appropriate, the time to
protest was not after fully participating in the procurement. Section
20.2(b) (2) requires protests based on alleged improprieties other
than solicitation defects to be filed within 10 working days after the
basis of protest is known. Here, Sea-Land did not protest MSC's use
of the 24-percent factor within the required time. Accordingly, we
will not consider the merits of these two contentions.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

We note that MSC has canceled the award to Sea-Land and more-
over the record does not reflect that Sea-Land undertook any work
under the award. MThile the court has not requested our views con-
cerning the propriety of the cancellation, we point out the Court of
Claims has iead a "termination for convenience of the Government"
clause into an executed contract. G. L. Christian and Associates v.
United States, 312 F. 2d 418, reh. denied, 320 F. 2d 345 (Ct. Cl. 1963),
cert. denied, 375 U.S. 954 (1963), re/i. denied, 376 U.S. 929, 377 U.S.
1010 (1964). For a discussion on the impact of the Christian doctrin.
on I)l1l)lic contract law see Shedd, The Christian Doctrine, Force and
Effect of Law and Effect of Illegality on Government Contracts, 9
Public Contract L. J. 1 (1977). Further, we note that even in cases
where the Court of Claims ruled that the Government had wrongfully
canceled contracts (John Reiner C'o. v. United States, supra, and
1110 ,en Son Electric Co. v. United States, 325 F. 2d 446 (Ct. Cl.
1963) ), recovery of anticipated profits was not allowed.

The final matter for our consideration is whether the proper course
of action would be to make award to FAL under the initial RFP
or to reopen negotiations based on the revised RFP as MSC suggests.
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'[he revised IiFP, in MSC's view, removes uncertainty by stating: (1)
expected containers utilization factors for three categories (as 65 pe
cent, 67 percent. and 68 peicent as compared with 7() I)erceflt for each
category used in evahiation under the initial RFP) ; (2) the estimated
volume of cargo for evaluation iiirposes has been revise(l as follows

Container Required
North Bound South Bound

Cargo NOS.......... 113, 500 2 [13, 500] 2, 000 [2, 986]
Vehicles ..... 6, 500 [6, 500] 2, 500 [2, 500]
Refrigerated .. 2, 300 [2, 455] 0 [0]

Initial amount.
2 Revised amount is in brackets.

nd (3) the percentage of estimated weight to be stuffed by the Gov-
('Julileilt was revised to 22.8 percent as compared with 24 percent used
in the initial RFP.

Both competitors believe that MSC's revisions to the RFP are not
substantial and both contend that reopening under the revised RFP
would be like reopening under the initial RFP, thus creating an auc-
tion atmosphere in violation of sound procurement practice. As we
iioted al)ove. FAL proposed to satisfy the. Government's requirements
as tlìey were stated in the initial RFP and those requirements report..
edly have, not changed; both offerors had all the information neces-
sary to I)1OPerlY price their P1o1)0s1lS; and Sea-Land already was
given the opportunity to submit its best evaluated total 1)rict'. Sc
cordingly. we conclude that Sea—Land was not prejudiced by FAL's
1)1ol)osal, Sea-Land would not l)e prejudiced by not reopening nego-
tiations, and the Uovernnients needs would be satisfied under the
initial RFP.

Our decision in qUQie Del7 7'i'ue/ciiig ('o.. Ie.. B—183695, Oc—
tober 2. 1975, 75 .9 CPI) 206. supports oul instant views. There. the
solicitation contemplated that award would be based on the lowest
aggregate monthly charge for two ServiceS; the two low bids received
were as follows

CLIN Quantity Unit Price Total
Bidder A... ._,.... 1 12 mo $125 $1, 500

2 300. 68 20, 400

$193 521, 900

Bidder B .. 1 12 mo.. $120 51, 440
2 300 70 21, 000

$190 $22, 440
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There, the agency recommended resolicitation to clarify that award
was to be made based on total evaluated price and not low total unit
price. We concluded that it was not shown that competition would be
adversely affected l)y the solicitation's award provisions; therefore,
award could properly be made to the low properly evaluated, bidder,
thus avoiding an "auction" atmosphere incident to a resolicitation.

Our position is also supported by the rationale of Teirnssee Valley
Service Company—Reconsideratzo'n, B—188771, September 29, 1977,
77—1 CPD 241, which involved a solicitation that provided that award
would be made based on the lowest aggregate bid for all items speci-
fied; estimated quantities were provided in one section and unit prices
were requested in another section of the solicitation. In response, some
bidders provided only unit prices and others provided extended prices.
The protester submitted the low total extended price and another
bidder submitted the low total unit price; the agency recommended
iesolicitation. Again, we found that enough information was in the
solicitation for bidders to exercise their best business judgment in
structuring their prices and all bidders should have known that award
of such Government contracts must be made based on the low evalu-
ated costs for the total work to be performed. We recommended that
award be made under the solicitation because bidders could not be
prejudiced by a Plolel evaluation of submitted bids.

The underlying rationale for both decisions is our view that (1) re-
jection of bids after opening tends to discourage competition (see 52
Comp. Gen. 285 (1972)), and (2) cancellation after bid opening is
generally inappropriate if award under the solicitation would serve
the actual needs of the Government (see GAP' Corporation; Minne-
sota Mining and illanufaeturing Company, 53 Comp. Gen. 586, 591
(1974), 74—1 CPD 68; 49 Comp. Gen. 211 (1969)). In sum, we believe
that the same rationale is applicable in the instant negotiated pro-
curement. Therefore, award may properly be, made to FAL under the
initial RFP.

By letter of today, we are advising the court a:d the Secretary of
the Navy of our views.

(B—192448]

Medical Treatment—Dependents of Military Personnel—Parents.--—
Adoptive
Ilona 11th' ndol)tive parents of members of the uniformed services should be
included, similarly to natural parents, as eligible dependents to receive medical
benefits irnrsuant to 10 U.S.C. 1071—1088 (1976), despite the fact that the statute
does not expressly include adoptive parents within the term "parents" in au-
thorizing such benefits. Decisions to the contrary should no lonrer be followed
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In the matter of medical benefits for dependent adoptive pare11t,
September 19, 1978:

It has come to our attention that dependent adoptive parents of
niembers of the uniformed services are not eligible to receive nwdictd
benefits pursuant to 10 F.S.C. 1071-4088 (1976) under the current
interpretation of the term "parent" as used in 10 t.S.C. 1072 and
applicable regulations. After reviewing this situation we conclude that
this interpretation should be changed to construe "1)arent" as uSe(1 iii
1() IT.S.. 1072 as including bona fide adoptive paients.

Chapter 55, sections 1071—1088, title 10, Fnited States Code, provi(les
for a uniform program of medical and dental care for llieflhl)ers of t lie
uniformed services, and for "their dependents." Iii subsection 1072(2)
(F) . "dependent" is defined to include "a parent or 1)UIPI1I —in—law' who
is, or was at the time of the meml)er's death, dependent 111)011 mmii or
over one—half of his support and residing in his household.

The joint regulations (Medical Services, Fniformned Services Ilcidili
Benefits Program, September 15, 1910) issued by the i)epartnient ol
T)efense and T)epartment of health, Education, and Welfare. imnple-
mentmg 10 F.S.C. 1071—l088, provide at I)iragnhI)1i 12 in pertinent
part as follows

1. Th'iuu1eiit. A peroI1 who hears any of the following relationships to ni
active duty or retired member of a uniformed service, or to iwrsoii who at the
time of hi death was au active duty or retired member of a uiiifor:ned service

(3) Parent or parint4n-law who is, or Was at the time of death of the ietive
duty or retired member, dependent on the member for over one-half of his sup-
Port and residing in a dwelling place provided or maintained by the member.
(1)oes ixot include an adoptive parent, Step-parelit, or ls'rsoii wliii stood in loin
parentis.)

One recent case involved an active duty Air Force officer who was
a(loptecl when she was 8 years old and was contributing one-half o her
a(loptive mother's support. She tipphed for hos1uitalization l)e1i(f its for
her mother under the assumption she would be eligible for such benefits
as her parent was dependent upon her for Support. She wits issued the
dependent's identification card qualifying her for receipt of the bene-
fits. however, several months later she WitS informed by the Air Force
that. pursuant to decisions of the Comptroller General her mothers
entitlement to medical benefits was being revoked, as she was itIt
adoptive parent and therefore ineligible. In view of tile provisions of
the regulations quoted above, we assume the other services mire. a>plying
similar rules.

Our previous decisions which were referred to by the Air Force in
disentitling the officer's niother to medical benefits have been premised
on the principle that unless otherwise defined by the. pertinent statute,
the term "parent" refers to the natural father or mother and does not
include adoptive parents. We have held that where the Congress
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intends that allowances be authorized in the case of a dependent par-
ent other than a natural parent, it has expressly so provided. See 22
Comp. Gen. 1139 (1943) ; 26 id. 211 (1946) ; 13—175578, April 21, 1972.

The express purpose of the legislation, stated in 10 U.S.C. 1071, is
"to create and maintain high morale in the uniformed services by pro-
viding an improved and uniform program of medical and dental care
for members and certain former methbers of those services, and for
their dependents." In our review of the legislative history we have
found no specific intent to distinguish btween adoptive awl natural
parents.

During the past decade, the judicial trend has been to invalidate stat-
utory classifications requiring dissimilar treatment for those similarly
situated. For example, the dependency provisions of 10 U.S.C. 1072
vere held invalid as they related to the exclusion of illegitimate chit-
(lren from the category of dependents eligible to receive medical bene-
fits by the District Court of the District of Columbia in 1972. Miller v.
Lavrd, 349 F. Supp. 1034 (1972). The court found the critical issue to
l)e whether the elimination of illegitimate children from the category
of eligible dependents bore any rational relationship to the goals of
the statute. The court concluded that the denial of benefits to illegiti-
mate children was so lacking in rational justification as to be viola-
tive of the 1)ue Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment.

Concerning the status of adoptive parents, generally an adoption
effects a legal as well as a practical substitution of parents. The natural
parents lose and the adoptive parents receive or assume the right to the
child's custody, services, and earnings, the right to control the child,
and the obligations of maintenance, education, etc. The child owes the
duties arising out of the relationship to his adoptive parents and not
to his natural parents. The purpose of the statutory adoption schemes
of the various states is to transplant the adopted person into the family
of the adopter, the 1e1solI thus bearing the same legal relationships to
the adoptive parents as does their natural child. See 34 Comp. Gemi. 601,
604 (1955), and authorities cited therein.

WTe have held that in certain unusual cases such as where a member
adopted her brother and sister, no bona fide parental relationship was
('stabhiShed. 42 Conip. Gen. 578 (1963). However, generally for most
purposes bona fide adoptive parents, such as the mother of the officer
(lisrussed above, are treated similarly to natural parents.

Accordingly, after reviewing the legislative history and in view of
recent judicial decisions, it is now our view that bona ficle adoptive
parents should be included, similarly to natural parents, as eligible (le-
pendents to receive medical benefits pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 1071—1088.
To the extent that prior decisions of our Office conflict with this view,
they should no longer be followed regarding medical benefits author-
ized under these statutes.
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(B—191731]

Contracts—Negotiation—Cut-Off Date—Notice Sufficiency
Contrary to protester's contention, record reveals that agency advised protester
aliea(l of time of established common cutoff date for submission of second best and
final offers (BAFO). Protester submitted timely BAF() and initial protest letter
asserted that pre-cutoff date advice was giveli. Based on above, and contrath"tory
statements by protester and agency, piotester has failed to meet burden of proof.

Contracts—Specifications—Conformability of Equipment, etc.,
Offered—Administrative Determination—Negotiated Procurement
r1ec1I1IicaI acceptability of proposals is within discretion of agency and such
determination will not be disturbed absent clear showing that determination was
unreasonable. Protester (lid not directly ('liallenge or offer any evidence to show
unreasonableness of agency determination that its proposal was technically
una('ceptable.

Contracts—Negotiation—Competition—Competitive Range For-
mula—Technical Acceptability—Not Established From Inclusion
in Competitive Range
Protester's contention that, by requesting it to submit second best and final offer.
agency admitted that proposal was technically acceptable is without merit.
1)etermination that proposal is in competitive range does not inqdy that i>roIos;il
is acceptable but may indicate only that it can be improved without major revi-
sinus to point where it becomes acceptable. Agency llever advised protester t lint
I)roPOsil was technically acceptable and states that advice to the contrary was
given. Negotiations were reopened, in part, to resolve matter of proposal's
acceptability.

Contracts-Negotiation—Offers or Proposals-Best and Final—
Additional Rounds-Proposal Exclusion From Competitive Range
Effect
Agency included protester's first best and final offer (BAFO) in competitive range
as one reason for reopening negotiations because doubts as to BAF( is accept-
ability were resolved in protester's favor. Reliance on Prior GAo decision and
tight timeframe apparently resulted in request for and submission of secoiid
BAF() from protester. However, because prior GAo decision was modified, agency
need not have requested second BAFO where (liscuSsiolis iiiade it clear flint
proposal was effectively no longer in competitive range. Failure to award to
protester, which sul)mitted the lowest-priced second BAFO, was proper.

In the matter of Proprietary Computer Systems, Inc., September 20,
1978:

Proprietary Computer Systems, Inc. (PCS), protests the 1)epart—
ment of Commerce's (Commerce) award of a contract to another
offeror under request for quotations (RFQ) No. 78—0078. The IIFQ.
issued on February 21, 1978, was for a corresl)ondence ti"aeking system
to assist Commerce's Executive Secretariat in monitoring, controlling.
and composing correspondence throughout the Office of the Secretary
of Commerce. It was issued pursuant to the General Services Adminis-
tration (GSA) Teleprocessing Services Program. GSA's Basic Agree-
ment was incorporated into the RFQ.
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Commerce states that 10 timely offers were received and that dis-
cussions were conducted with allofferors. By letters dated March 27,
1978, all offerors were advised of their technical and contractual de-
ficiencies and provided the opportunity to clarify, amplify and/or
modify their proposals by the common cutoff date for the submission
of a best and final offer (BAFO), March 28, 1978. Among other things,
PCS was informed that the existence of a turnkey correspondence
tracking system in place was not evident from its proposal and that
PCS's system appeared to be a general text editing system only.

After reviewing the BAFO's submitted on March 28, 1978, Com-
merce determined that six of these were technically unacceptable and
that three were technically acceptable. Commerce states that PCS's
BAFO was borderline. While some members of Commerce's technical
evaluation party felt that PCS should be eliminated along with the
other six technically unacceptable offerors, other members felt that a
live demonstration might show that PCShad the type of correspond-
ence tracking system called for by the RFQ even though on paper
PCS's system appeared to be unacceptable. Furthermore, one of the
three technically acceptable offerors had made an apparent pricing
error on its "online storage charges." This error was such that a correc-
tion could not be peimitted without reopening negotiations. Therefore,
discussions were reopened with PCS and tile three technically aCCe])t-
able offerors. The six offerors who were technically unacceptable were
so advised by letters dated April 7, 1978, and no further discussions
were held with them.

PUS performed a live test demonstration for Commerce on the
afternoon of Friday, April 7, 1978. The protester was the last of time
offerors with whom negotiations had been reopened to have a demon-
stration. Commerce states that the last-minute scheduling of PCS
was caused by the company's inability to have a demonstration at an
earlier date.

Commerce relates the following circumstances surrounding the
submission of POS's second BAFO. During the time arrangements
were being made with PCS for the live demonstration, Commerce.
advised PCS that time was of the essence and that a BAFO would
have to be submitted shortly after the demonstration. At the demon-
stration omi April 7, 1978, PCS was verbally advised of its system's
technical deficiences and of the Monday, April 10, 1978, closing date
for the submission of a BAFO. A letter setting forth these deficiencies
WflS prepared that afternoon. The next working day, April 10, 1978,
Commerce telephoned PCS that this letter was ready for pickup at
Commerce. The letter was also read in its entirety to PCS over the
telephone and contained a word-for-word restatement of the two mat-
ters mentioned above in the March 27, 1978 letter.
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A three-page BAFO from PCS was timely received by Commerce
on April 10, 1978. PCS's price was low. however, (1ominerce found
as a result of the live demonstration that PCS's system was teelmical
ly deficient. Commerce indicates that the technical deficiencies in
PCS's system were of such a magnitude and nature that they could
not readily be corrected without a complete system redesign. The other
three offerors with whom negotiations were reopened were found by
Commerce to be technically acceptable as the result of their live denA-
onstrations and revisions to their proposals. Award was made on
April 11, 1978, to the lowest priced of the three tecimicafly accel)table
off erors.

In a letter dated April 18, 1978, and received by us on April 19, 197.
PCS protested the award on the following grounds:

(1) No common cutoff date was established for best and final offers
which were submitted by various bidders on various dates.

(2) By requesting that PCS submit a best and final offer, the Fnited
States Department of Commerce thereby acknowledged that the PCS
proposal was technically acceptable. and within a competitive range;
consequently, PCS, being the low-price offeror, should have received
the award.

(8) Although PCS was notified verbally on April 10, 1978, to sub-
mit a best and final offer, POS did not receive the written confirmation
of the Government request for best and final offer until April 18, l97.
2 days after the contract award was made on April 11, 1978. The letter
request for a best and final offer contained an attachment requesting
comment on the Government technical evaluation, which, of course,
could not be made in time for consideration by the Fnited States l)e-
partment of Commerce prior to award.

Commerce responds to PCS's protest allegations by stating that
(OiiiinOn cutoff dates for BAFO's were established March H, lU7.
initially, and April 10, 1978, after negotiations had been reopened,
arni that all offerors were treated the same in this regard. As to all
requests for PCS to submit a BAFO, Commerce indicates that such
requests do not imply that a proposal is technically accept able. A re'
quest. for a BAFO also advises offerors of their technical and (OI
tractual deficiencies. Commerce states that PCS was verbally advied
of the April 10, 1978, closing date for second BAFO's, on both April
7, 1978, and the morning of April 10, 1978. On both these occasions,
PCS was also advised of its system's technical deficiencies.

In a letter to us dated June 29, 1978, PCS denied that at any time
Prior to April 13, 1978, was it advised either of its system's technical
deficiencies or that BAFO's were due on April 10, 1978. In addition,
PCS argued that on March 28, 1978, PCS's first BAFO was accepted
by Commerce without any indication to it that this BAFO was tech-
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nically unacceptable. If it was technically unacceptable, PCS con-
tended that it should have been notified of this on April 7, 1978, along
with the other six technically unacceptable offerors. Finally, PCS
argued that even if it was notified early on the morning of April 10,
1978, of its technical deficiencies, there was little it could do at that
time to correct these deficiencies. PCS's June 29, 1978, letter requested
memoranda from Commerce's files as to whether the three offerors
who were technically acceptable were notified of the April 10, 1978,
BAFO date in the same manner as PCS. PCS also request5d memo-
randa from Commerce supporting the assertions that PCS was ad-
vised prior to April 13, 1978, of its technical deficiencies and the April
10,1978, second BAFO cutofi date.

Commerce commented on these matters in a letter dated July 14,
1978, with several enclosures. We forwarded these comments and
enclosures to PCS in a letter dated July 21, 1978. Our July 21, 1978,
letter informed PCS that if it was not satisfied with the information
contained j11 the enclosures to Commerce's letter, any requests for
further information should be sought directly from Commerce under
the. Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. 552 (1976). We indicated
that we would delay rendering a decision on the protest pending what-
ever action Commerce took on the request. In a letter dated August
4, 1978, and received by us on August 8, 1978, PCS requested a decision
from us on all issues raised by the protest.

Our Office has consistently held that to properly terminate negotia-
tions, all offerors must be advised that any revisions to their proposals
must be submitted by a common cutoff date. University of New Or-
leans, 56 Comp. Gen. 958 (1977), 77—2 CPD 201. Moreover, the Fed-
eral Procurement Regulations (FPR) specifically provide that all
offerors shall be informed of the specified date of the closing of nego-
tiations and that any revisions to their proposals should be submitted
by that date. FPR 1—3.805—1(b) (1964 ed. FPR circ. 1).

From the record, we believe that Commerce did notify PCS ahead
of time of the April 10, 1978, common cutoff date for submission of
BAFO's. Of particular significance, we note that PCS submitted a
timely second BAFO. Also, PCS contradicts itself concerning when
it was notified that BAFO's were due on April 10, 1978. As mentioned
above, PCS stated in the April 18, 1978, protest letter that it was
notified verbally on April 10, 1978, to submit a BAFO, but did not
receive written confirmation of the Government's request for a BAFO
until April 13, 1978. In a later submission, PCS categorically denied
that it was advised prior to April 13, 1978, that a BAFO would be
(Tile 011 April 10, 1978. Based on the above, as well as the contradictory
statements by the protester and the contracting agency, with respect
to this disputed question of fact, we find that the protester has failed

279—723 0—79—4
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to meet its burden of proof. See. The Public Research Inst it iite of the
Ceiter for Naval Analyses of the University of Rochester, 11—187639.
August 15, 1977, 77—2 CPI) 116, and the cases cited therein.

With regard to the technical acceptability of the system that PCS
offered, the determination of technical acceptability o proposals is
within the discretion of the procuring agency and the agency's de
termination will not be disturbed absent a clear showing that the
determination was unreasonable. AA A Engineering and Draftis g,
fiw., B—18851, November 16, 1977, 77—2 CPI) 377. We will not regard
a technical evaluation as unreasonable merely because there is a Sill)-
stantial disagreement. between the contracting agency and the offeror.
See Joanell Laboratories, Incorporated, 56 Comp. Gen. 291 (1977),
77—1 CPD 51, and the cases cited therein.

The RFQ issued by Commerce asked for a system with two sepa
rate and distinct capabilities: (1) a word-processing capability, and
(2) a correspondence tracking capability. Commerce's letter of March
27, 1978, requesting first BAFO's by March 28, 1978, informed PCS
that. its system appeared to be only a general editing system and not a
correspondence tracking system. Commerce's doubts as to whether
PCS had a viable correspondence tracking system were not dispelled
after the submission of PCS's first BAFO. Not until after negotia-
tions had been reopened and PCS had given a live demonstration of
its system did it become apparent to Commerce t.hat PCS's system
was so technically deficient that it could not be. readily corrected to
meet RFQ requirements.

PCS does not directly challenge Conimerce's determination that its
system was not compliant with the R.FQ. Instead, PCS argues that, by
re(uest.ing that PCS submit a Sec(fll(l BAFO, Conimerce. ill elect.
admitted that PCS's system was technically acceptable. PCS citcd
FPR 1—3.805—1 (a) (1964 ed. amend. 52), which requires that writ-
ten or oral discussions be conducted with all responsible. off erors sub
nutting proposals within a competitive range, price and other fac-
tors considered. Froni this, PCS contends that it must have been with-
in the competitive range, price and technically, if it was invited to
Sul)mit a BAFO.

A determination that a proposal is in the competitive range for
discussion does not necessarily mean that. the. proposal is acceptal)le
as initially submitted, but, may indicate. only that. there. is a real
possibility that it can 1)e improved without major revisions to the
point, where it becomes most acceptable. Raden d Go., 13—190386,T 1 ) IlJe(eniL)er 1. l9, 7—2 Cl 1)493. Commerce never considered I (
initial I)loPosal and first. BAFO technically acceptable. Since. it was
not, clear that what PCS was offering was susceptible of being made.
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technically acceptable, Commerce resolved all doubts in PCS's favor
and reopened negotiations, in part, to resolve this matter. Moreover,
the record shows that Commerce never advised PCS that its system
was technically acceptable. Rather, Commerce informed PCS on
several occasions of the inadequacy of the PCS system, which PCS
disputes, but has provided no objective evidence to the contrary. See
The Public Research Institute of the Center forNaval Anal.'scs of the
University of Rochester, supra.

PCS also raises the inconsistency between Commerce's determina-
tion after PCS's demonstration that PCS's system had major defi-
ciencies that could not be readily corrected and Cominerc&s request
for a second BAFO from PCS. If Commerce found major deficiencies
in its system on April 7, 1978, PCS questions Commerce's request that
it submit a BAFO by the close of business on April 10, 1978. In this
regard, PCS points out that if PCS's deficiencies could not be readily
corrected without a complete redesign of its system, it would have been
impossible to do this in the few short hours following the time PCS
was notified on April 10, 1978, to submit a BAFO.

Citing our decision Operations Reareh. Inc., 53 Comp. Gen. 593
(1974), 74—1 CPD 70, Commerce states that a proposal once deter-
mined to be in the competitive lange may not subsequently be cx-
eluded from the competitive range on the basis of discussions with-
out giving the offeror an opportunity to submit a revised proposal.
Since it had determined that PCS was in the competitive range and
had held discussions with PCS after negotiations were reopened, ap-
parently Commerce in good faith believed that it. was required to give
PCS the opportunity to submit a second BAFO.

The record show-s that Commerce ine]uded PCS's first BAFO in
the competitive range for purposes of discussions after the reopening
of negotiations because all doubts as to its acceptability were reSOlve(l
in PCS's favor. Commerce was not, however, required to proceed with
PCS up to and through the receipt of a second BAFO from PCS.
Concerning proposals such as PCS's first BAFO, we modified the
above decision on reconsideration, Operations Research, Inc. (Reeon-
.uleration), 53 Comp. Gen. 860 (1974), 74—1 CPD 252, as follows:

* * Accordingly, in those situations where discussions relating to an aml)igU-
ity or omission niake clear that a proposal should not have been in the com-
petitive range initially, we believe it would be proper to drop the proposal from
the competitive range without allowing the submission of a revised proposal.

Therefore,, we conclude that, after the April 7, 1978, demonstration,
PCS w-as effectively no longer in the competitive range technically.
Although it is infortuinate that reliance on our decision and the tight
timeframe apparently resulted in the request for and submission of
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the secon(l BA.F() from the failure of (1onmierce to niake an
award to that firni was proper tinder the circumstances.

Accordingly. the protest is denied.

(B—192323]

Courts—Jurors——Refreshments

Funds appropriated to the judiciary for jury expenses are not legally available
for expenditure for coffee, soft drinks, or other snacks which the District Court
may wish to provide to the jurors (luring recesses ir. trial procecdthgs. Refresh-
nients are in the nature of entertainment and in the absence of specific statutory
authority, no appropriation is available to pay such expenses. Since under 25
U.S.C. i72 (1976) a marshal's accounts may not be reexamined to charge him or
her with an erroneous payment of juror costs, we cannot take exception to certifi
cation of vouchers for expenses incurred to date. However, we recommend that
the I)ireetor of tile Administrative Office of the United States Courts and the
Director of the V. S. Marshals Service take steps to try to prevent the incurring
of similar expenses in the future.

In the matter of refreshments for jurors, September 20, 1978:
At. the behest of the Judicial Conference of the United States, Mr.

William E. Foley, Director of the Administrative Office of the TJnited
States Courts, has requested our determination regarding the legality
of the expenditure of funds appropriated to the judiciary for jury
expenses for the, purpose of providing refreshments for jurors ordered
at the direction of a district court judge during recesses in trial pro-
ceedings. Mr. Foley's request was supported by a separate letter from
a judge in (lie United States District Court for the Eastern 1)istrict:
of Virginia.

The Director points out that pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 1871, authority
exists for the payment of actual subsistence expenses incurred by jurors
who are sequestered by (lie district courts, in which the jurors are kept
in virtual isolation for t.he duration of a trial. Sequestration, usually
ordered to protect the safety of (lie jurors or to insulate them from
publicity, is a relatively rare occurrence.

Mr. Foley, however, requests our opinion concerning the more typi-
cal situation where jurors remain free, except during the, business clay
when they may be required to be in attendance at the. court house, often
for several hours at a time. lie notes that 28 U.S.C. 1871 does not
provide for the payment of subsistence allowances unless an overnight
stay is required of the jurors and they thus are entitled to a $16 per
(lieni subsistence allowance. Mr. Foley states that many judges believe
that providing snacks to jurors at Government expense. "is essential
to maintain (heir morale and attention (luring the trial and is there-
fore well worth the minimal monetary expenditure involved." lie
enclosed with his letter vouchers for expenditures to provide jurors
with coffee, soft drinks, pastries, and other sorts of light refreshment
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which were ordered by the district courts and submitted to his office
for payment.

The Director calls our attention to a resolution adopted by the Jury
Committee of the Judicial Conference of the United States at its most
recent meeting in January 1978, which supports the need for this
expense and which provides:

Resolved that it is the sense of the Judicial Conference Committee on the Opera-
tion of the Jury System that there is an extraordinary need for coffee and snack
services, equipment, and supplies to be used to provide jurors with sustenance
during the long hours that they are commonly held in session, and particularly
where trials are held over until evening hours or where the sessions are otherwise
prolonged.

The Conunittee finds that on many occasions jurors, even when they are not
formally sequestered, must be held together during the trial day in a virtual con-
dition of civil arrest in order to avoid their mingling with members of the public,
the press, and representatives of the parties, as well as for the security of time
jurors themselves. For this reason it is frequently difficult or impossible to release
them at meal or break times to go to commercial eating facilities. From the court's
point of view such a practice would protract time proceedings, unnecessarily tax
the time of the judge and other court personnel who would have to wait upon time
return of the last juror before the trial conld continue, and increase the costs of a
trial and the expenses of the litigants to a substantial extent.

Furthermore it is the belief of the Committee that a coffee break, particularly
between meal periods and in the evening hours, increases the efficiency and
improves the morale and concentration of jurors, who must of necessity be held
in close confinement for long periods o time. The condition of jurors, the Com-
mittee believes, is far different from that of federal employees who work only
during normal business hours and who, in any event, have access to commercial
facilities.

The Committee therefore finds that the public interest favors the existence of
some discretion in the district judges to direct the provision of beverage or snack
services to jurors at appropriate points in the conrt proceedings. The Adminis-
trative Office of the U.S. Courts is authorized to seek an opinion from the Comp-
troller General of the United States as to whether expenditures for such services
would constitute an "expense" of jury service for the purposes of the appropriation
to the federal judiciary for fees of jnrors.

The District Court judge who wrote us that after jurors are chosen
to try a particular case, they are segregated in the courtroom or jury
room and are not free to move about the building or to neighboring
coffee shops. lie states that he perceives a difference in a jury thus
segregated, as opposed to ordinary Government employees or other
people in Government buildings on business who can at their own
leisure attend building canteens or leave the buildings for a coffee
shop. He notes that jurors serve their public duty at little pay and
often for long hours and urges that their morale and continued interest
demand some extra considerations.

As the Director points out, we have a long established rule that the
expenditure of appropriated funds to procure food, beverages, or meals
or snacks is in the nature of an entertainment expense and is thus pro-
liibited unless funds are specifically provided therefor in the relevant
appropriation act. See, for example, 43 Comp. Gen. 305 (1963) and
47 Id. 657 (1968). See also B—167820, October 7, 1969; B—185826,
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May 28, 1976 and B--188708, May 5, 1977 (relating to a conference
held under the Speedy Trial Act). The Director notes, however, that
we have made limited exceptions to this general rule, particiilmtrly iii
situations involving unique and arduous working conditions or other
circumstances where some advantage to the Government would result
for the payment of such expenses. See, for example, 39 Comp. Gen. 119
(1959) and 50'id. 610 (1971).

In I)articular, the Director refers to our decision of August 10, 1971,
B—173149, in which we held that appropriated funds could be used to
provide cooking facilities for Federal employees at air traffic control
facilities. Those facilities were frequently located at. reniote, locations
without. readily accessible commercial restaurants or snack bars. Also,
we were advised that at most of the facilities the employees had to eat
their lunches and take their coffee breaks at or near their operating
l)laces of duty.

Mr. Foley suggests that there is a relationship between the situations
of the controllers and that of the jurors an(1 that a benefit to the Gov-
ernment can be. found from the payment of minor food an(l beverage
items for jurors. lie states : "Like the controllers, jurors are frequently
required to work continuously for longer than the regular business (lay
and to remain during such time in or near the courtroom."

We believe, however, that the jurors' situation is more analgous to
that of Government employees who cannot leave their posts because
they are iieeded for guard duty or to maintain surveillance or have
other unusual working conditions on a temporary basis. See 13—186090,
November 8, 1976; 13—182586, 1)ecember 17, 1974; B—185159, 1)ecem-
her 10, 1915; and B—180806. August 21, 1974. Iii those situations when
employees could not go to cafeterias or snack bars, food and drink
were provided to these employees at their expense on a "carry out" l)asis
by other employees. Similarly, if they make themselves available for
this l)urpose, the jurors have access to snack bar facilities via the mar-
shals. If members of the marshals' staffs must take orders from indi-
vidual jurors. we see no reason why they cannot also collect sufficient
money from each juror to cover the cost of the items each may wish to
coflSunle.

Accordingly, it is our view that the funds proided for jurors' fees
and expenses in the Judiciary Apl)ropriation Act, 1978, Public Law
95—86, August 2, 1977, 91 Stat. 419, 434, not being specifically available
for the purchase of snacks for jurors. may not be expended for this
purpose. In our view, specific statutory authority is necessary.

With regard to payments already niade by marshals, we are aware of
the provisions of 28 U.S.C. 572(b) (1976) which provide:
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The marshal's accounts of fees and costs paid to a witness or juror on certificate
of attendance issued as provided by sections 1825 and 1871 of this title may not be
reexamined to charge him for an erroneous payment of the fees or costs.

On a form entitled "Public Voucher For Meals And Lodgings For
Jurors, United States Courts" covering the expenses involved, the
clerk of the District Court affirms:

I Certify that the Court committed the jury in the above-mentioned case to
the custody of the Marshal with orders to furnish said jury meals and lodging
at the expense of the United States.

In one example enclosed by the Director, a United States District
Court judge for the Northern District of Indiana signed an order
providing:

It is the order of the Court that the United States Marshal purchase and pay
for coffee for the jurors in the above-entitled cause at the expense of the United
States.

In view of these factors, we have no authority to object to the certifi-
cation and payment of vouchers incurred to date. The T)irector of the
Administrative Office of the United States Courts and the Director
of the United States Marshals Service should advise the judges and
marshals of the respective courts that incurring expenses to provide
jurors with coffee or other refreshments is improper.

(B—190247]

Contracts—Awards——Small Business Concerns—Set-Asides——Com-
petition Sufficiency—Protest Timeliness
Protest by large business concern against solicitation restricting procurement
as total small business set-aside, on basis that there were insufficient small busi-
ness competitors, filed after closing date for receipt of step-one technical pro-
posals is ulitimely filed under General Accounting Office Bid Protest Procedures,
4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (1977 ed.).

Contracts—Protests-—Timeliness——Solicitation Improprieties—Ap-
parent Prior to Closing Date for Step-One Proposals—Two-Step
Procurement
Protest by Federal Supply Service (FSS) contractor, alleging procurement
should have been effected under P55, filed after closing date for receipt of step-
one proposals is untimely filed and not for consideration on merits. Fact that
procuring activity's requirements were not being purchased from FSS w-as ap-
parent from Commerce Business Daily Notice and from face of step-one solici-
tation.

Contracts—Negotiation—Evaluation Factors—Propriety of Evalu-
ation—Two-Step Procurement—Protest Timeliness
Large business concern's protest against agency's evaluation of its equipment
(on basis of which small business offers w-ere rejected as unacceptable) filed
after closing date for receipt of step-one proposals is timely filed where evalu-
a tion was not publicly disclosed and record does not controvert protester's state-
ment that it became aware of unfavorable evaluation only at time of issualir -
of step-two solicitation.
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Contracts—Protests——Timeliness_Solicitation Improprieties—Not
Apparent Prior to Closing Date for Step-One Proposals—Two-Step
Procurement
I'rotest questioning propriety of retaining set-aside restriction after evaluation
of step-one technical proposals, filed after closing date for receipt of Proposals
is timely tiled because price reasonableness in two-step formally advertise(l
procurement cannot be determined until after bid opening under step-two solici-
tation.

Contracts_Negotiation—Two-Step Procurement—Competition
Sufficiency—Small Business Set-Asides
Award under two-step formally advertised procurement restricted as total small
business set-aside may be made where there are only two small business offerors
whose step-one technical proposals were found acceptable and were eligible to
compete on step-two invitation for bids.

Contracts—Specifications——Samples——Not Solicitation Require-
ment—Evaluation Propriety
Technical evaluations are based on degree to which offerors' written proposals
adequately address evaluation factors specified in solicitation. Request for tech-
nical proposals (RFTP) which does not require saniples or include sample test-
ing and evaluation criteria does not authorize procuring activity to acquire and
test proffered equipment to determine acceptability of technical Proposals.

Contracts—Awards—Small Business Concerns—Set-Asides——No-
tice of Set-Aside in Solicitation—Requirement in ASPR
Requests for technical proposals stateineiit: "THIS L'IRCIIASE IS
RESTRICTEI) TO SMALL BFSINESS" does not suffice to restrict 1)rocurellient
as total small business set-aside where RFTP does not also include clauses
required for total set-aside by Armed Services Procurement Regulation (ASPR)
1—706.5(c) and 7—2003.2 (1976 ed).

Contracts_Negotiation—Two-Step Procurement—Technical Pro-
posal Acceptability—Evaluation Criteria—Failure to Apply
Agency's acquisition and evaluation of equipnien t furnished by firm deemed
ineligible to compete on step—one RFTP and rejection of six proposals oii basis
of such evaluation constitute complete departure from RFT1' evaluation criteria.
Improper evaluation precluded 60 p?reent of offerors front conipetilig on step-
two solicitation to their prejudice. however, remedial action is not possible
because of termination costs and urgency and gravity of program for which
cameras are being i)urchased.

Contracts-Negotiation—Offers or Proposals—Rejection—Not ifi-
cation of Unsuccessful Offerors
ASPR 2—503.1(f) requires prompt notice to unsuccessful offerors; reasons for
rejection may he given in general terms, notice requirement is procedural, and
failure to comply is not legal basis for disturbing otherwise valid award. Xotice
merely stating offeror's item does not meet specification requirenwnts is incon-
sistent with spirit and imriose of regulation, particularly where Agency

furnishes more detailed reasons for rejection in denying offeror's protest shortly
after issuing notice of rejection.

In the matter of RCA Corporation; Norman R. Selinger & Associ-
ates, Inc., September 21, 1978:

RCA Corporation (RCA) and Norman R. Selinger & Associates
Inc. (Scinger) have protested against the award of a contract by the
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Department of the Navy (Navy), Naval Air Development Center,
Warminster, Pennsylvania, to General Electrodynamics Corporation
(GEC) for closed circuit television cameras for alarm assessment in
physical security systems, under request for technical proposals
(RFTP) No. 62269—77--R—0448.

A Pre-Invitation Notice concerning the proposed procurement, pub-
lished in the Commerce Business Daily (CBD) on June 15, 1977,
advised that "[t]he TV cameras must be commercially available, off-
the-shelf equipment," that the procurement would be conducted by
two-step formal advertising, and that the step-one solicitation would
be issued approximately July 15, 1977. Twenty-nine firms responded,
requesting copies of the solicitation.

At some time during the early stages of the procurement the Navy
purchased or received from manufacturers 10 cameras for inspection.
RCA, for example, furnished a camera to the Navy on July 22, 1977.
The parties offer conflicting accounts of this transaction which will be
discussed below; it is mentioned at this juncture in order to establish
the chronology of events in the procurement process.

On July 25, 1977, the Navy's Small Business Specialist recom-
mended that the procurenient be set aside for exclusive small business
participation. The contracting officer concurred, and an RFTP for
100 cameras, 100 manuals and an option quantity of an additional
100 cameras was issued on July 26, 1977, with the following legend atop
the first page

'THIS IURCHASE IS RESTRICTED TO SMALL BUSINESS."

By letter dated July 28, 1977, the Navy informed RCA, a large busi-
ness concern, that the procurement was to be a total small business set-
aside. RCA responded by letter of August 3, 1977, asking whether there
was a sufficient iiumber of small business competitors for a set-aside.
The Navy replied in the affirmative 2 days later, and did not treat
RCA's August 3 letter as a. protest against the solicitation.

The Technical Proposals clause of the RFTP provided for the sub-
mission and evaluation of proposals as follows:

Offerors are required to furnish a detailed technical proposal with sufficient
information to show compliance with the requirements of the solicitation.

Offerors are advised to submit proposals which are fully and clearly accep-
ta11e without adthtioiial explanation or information, since the Government may
make a flumal determination as to whether a proposal is acceptable or unacceptable
solely on the basis of the proposal as submitted and proceed with the second step
without requesting further information from any offeror. However, if it is
deemed uiecessary in order to obtain sufficient acceptable proposals to assure ade-
quate price competition in the second step or if it is otherwise in its best inter-
e4t; the Government may; at its sole discretion, request additional information
from offerors of proposals which are considered reasonably susceptible of being
made acceptable by additional information clarifying or supplementing but not
basically changing any proposal as submitted. For this purpose, the Government
may discuss any such proposal with the offeror.
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In the second step (STEP TWO) of the procurement, only bids based upon
technical Proposals determined to be acceptable, either initially, or as a result
of discussions, will be considered for award; EACh Bil) IN TIlE SECONI)
STEP SHALL BE BASEI) ON TIlE BII)DER'S OWN TEChNICAL PROPOSAL.
Prospective Contractors submitting unacceptable technical proposals will e so
notified upon completion of the technical evaluation as to the reasons why their
Iroposal is considered unacceptable.

* * * * * * *

Ten technical proposals, including those. of GEC and Selinger, were
received on Augusf17, 1977, the closing date for receipt of proposals.
RCA, Iioever, did not submit a proposal.

Between August 20 and Septeniber 1, 1977, the Navy sent GEC a list
of questions concerning the camera specifications and the firm's pro-
posal. (-EC supplied the requested information by telegram on
teml)er 0, 1977, which the Navy receive(1 on September 8, 1977.

The Navy states that technical evaluation of the proposals was corn
pleted on September 6, 1977, as a result of which only the GEC and
(1olni, Inc. (Cohn) proposals were determined to he acceptable. The
remaining 8 proposals were deemed unacceptable and nl)t reasonably
susceptible of being made acceptable by further clarifying inornm
tion. Three (lays later the Navy sought additional information from
GEC, which the firm furnished by telegram dated September 12. 1977.

rihe step-two invitation for bids (IFB) was issued to (E(1 and
Colni on September 14, 1977. On September 19, 1977, Selinger person-
nel telephonically ascertained from the Navy that the firm's proi)Os:tl
had been found unacceptable, that it would not be peiniitted to corn-
1)ete on step two, and that a letter so notifying Selinger had been pie—
1)lred. (Letters notifying the unsuccessful offerors, p1lrsutm1t to Aimmied
Services Procurement Regulation (ASPR) 3—508.4 (1970 ed.), weic
mailed on September 20, 1977.) 1)nriiig a second telephone conversa-
tion that day the Navy asserts that Selinger was told the reasomis why
its proposal was rejected. Selinger submitted written 1)rotests to t'1il
Navy on September 19 and 26, 1977, which the Navy denied iy tele-
grain dated September 27, 1977.

At the bid opening on September 26, 1977, GEC was the low bidder
at a unit price of $1,786.75 Per camera for the base quantity arni $1,751
each for the option quantity. ITnit prices reported by the Navy are
actually average unit prices for each group of 100 cameras, which are
supplied with one of four types of lens, quoted at four different I)ri(P5
for quantities per-lens-type of 60, 20, 15 and 5 units.

RCA and Selinger filed their protests with our Office on September
28, 1977. On September 29, 1977, the Navy made a Determination and
Findings (1)&F) of urgency, l)lirSuant to ASPR 2—407.8(b) (3)
(1977 ed.), under which contract No. N62269—77—C—0448 was awarde(l
to GEC on the same day.
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By April 14, 1978, GEC had delivered 8 cameras to the Navy. During
evaluation of the firm's production items, however, the Navy noted a
lack of contrast under certain low light conditions, which GEC has
proposed to solve by modifying the camera's configuration. The Navy
has, therefore, suspended further delivery under the contract pending
evaluation of GEC's modification proposal.

RCA Protest
RCA essentially contends that the procurement was inappropriately

set aside for small business and should have been resolicited without
the small-business restriction, that the Navy improperly evaluated an
RCA preproduction model camera on the basis of which it wrong-
fully rejected technical prol)osals by Selinger and 5 other offerors
which offered RCA cameras, and that the Navy should have purchased
its requirements from RCA's Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) Con-
tract No. GSO9S—38172.

Timeliness
The Navy takes the position that RCA's protest is untimely filed and

not entitled to consideration on the merits, citing 20.2(b) (1) of our
Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R., part 20 (1977 ed.), which provides
as follows:

Protests based upon alleged improprieties in any type of solicitation which are
apparent prior to * * ' the closing date for receipt of initial proposals shall be
filed prior to * * * the closing date for receipt of initial proposals. * * 0

In this regard, the Navy asserts that the fact that the procurement was
to be a total set-aside was apparent from the RFTP and that RCA. was
expressly so advised by the Navy's July 28 letter. Because RCA's pro-
test was filed with our office 29 working days after the August 17 clos-
ing (late for receipt of technical proposals, the Navy therefore contends
that it was not timely filed.

RCA, however, states that it relied on the Navy's August 5 assur-
ances concerning the sufficiency of small business competitors, that it
had no indication to the contrary until the IFB was issued to only two
bidders, and that its protest was therefore timely filed within 10
working days of the issuance of the IFB. See 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (2)
(1977 ed.)

A total sinaI] business set-aside is prohibited absent a determination
that there is a reasonable expectation of offers from a sufficient number
of small busines concerns to assur that award will be made at a reason-
able Trice. ASPR 1—706.5 (1976 ed.). The contracting officer's deci-
sion to set aside a particular procurementexclusively, for small business
should be made on the basis of the circumstances which exist at the
time the decision is made. B—172165, September 3, 1971; DeWitt Tans-
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fei' and Stoiage Company, B—182635, March 26, 1975, 75 1 (TI) 180.
These decisions are basically business judgments which require the
exercise of broad discretion by the contracting officer. IIat/winc
ilellody. Inc.. B—190211, November 23. 1977. 77—2 (TI) 406. Thus. the
actual reasoiiablem'ss of the exl)ectation will not be reevaluated in
retrospect. and our Office will not substitute its judgment for that of
the contracting officer in the absence of a clear showing of abuse of
discretion. Allzed IJIantenance Coi'poiwti, B—188522, October 4,
1977,77 .2 CP1) 259.

Because the alleged defect, the small business restrictive method
of procurement chosen, was apparent from the RFTP and unequivo
cal froiii the Navy's July 28 letter, and RCA did not 1)rt(-t this
alleged inipropiiety until after the August 17 ('losing (late, its protest
on this ground is untimely. See Jayhil iii t;e, Irn.. 13=188230.
February 25, 1977, 77—1 CPD 143.

With regard to RCA's reliance on the Navy's assurances, tia' Gov-
ernment cannot guarantee the number of p1'ol)osalS that will be receive(1
in response to a solicitation, let alone the number of accel)tal)le pro-

nor does RCA's reliance make a timely protest against alleg-
cdlv un(llIh' restrictive specifications which prevent the firm from
competing unnecessary. JIobiIt1/ Syste=ins, Inc., B—191074, March 7,
1978, 78—1 CPI) 179. More specifically. we have held that a 1)rte4
against such a set aside on the basis that there was not a sufficient niun-
ber of small business competitors, filed aftei the closing date for re-
ceipt of initial ploI)osals, is untimely filed according to the above-
'lliote(l I)1'osion of our Bid Protest Procedures. UDI Jfa,iia Coin-
pany. B—188905, November 15, 1977, 77—2 CPI) 367; see Jieilitr S1c1wof
of Lanquage,s. 113-484296. November 28, 1975,75—2 CPI) 350.

Even assuming aguem'lo that RCA's August 3 letter ('01151 ii Ute(l a
protest. to the Navy, the Navy's August 5 reply cOflstitiite(l "ttolverse
agency action" requiring a tiniely 1)rotest to our Office within 10 work-
ing (lays. 4 (1.F.R. 20.2(a) (1977 ed.). Furthermore, the Navy's re
ceipt of 1)I'oposals, as scheduled, on August 17, 1977, without ainenol-
ing the RFTP in response to RCA's inquiry must be. considered ad-
verse ageiicv action. See I)ocume•n fat/on A8xoc,atcx, 13—100238, March
23. 1978, 78—1 (Ti) 228. l3ecause RCA's protest concerning the pro
Prietv of the set-aside was not filed with our Office withiii the requisite
periol subsequent to either adverse action, characterization of the P'°=
tester's August 3 inquiry as a lrotest to the procurin activity would
hot have otherwise affected the. untimeliness of the protest on this
ground. See Inteui(nt/onai IIa,cester Company, B—189794, February
9, 1978, 784 CPD 110.

RCA has asserted, in the alternative, that the procuring activity
should have effected the I)rocurement under the firm's Federal Supply
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Schedule contract. The fact that the Navy's requirements were not
being purchased from the FSS was readi]y ascertainable from the
CBD Pre—Invitation Notice and from the face of the RFTP. The
appropriate tune to protest against this aspect of the procurement was,
therefore, at least prior to the closing date for receipt of technical pro-
posals. See B,,ron illotio'n Pictures Incoporated, B—-190186, April 20,
1978, 78-1 CPD 308. This ground of the protest, filed with our Office
after the August 17 closing date, is untimely filed and will not be
considered on the merits. 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (1) (1977 ed.).
Timely Grou?ds of Piotest

WTe cannot, however, agree that RCA's protest is untimely in its en-
tirety. The purpose of the "reasonable expectation" determination is
to ensure that awards to sniall business concerns will be made at reason-
able prices. For this reason the contracting officer is permitted to re-
assess the propriety of and to withdraw a set-aside determination prior
to award of a contract if lie considers that the procurement would be
detrimental to the 1)ublic interest (e.g., because af unreasonable price).
ASPR 1—706.3(a) (1976 ed.) ; see wedlow, Inc., B—18974'1, Decen1-
ber 21, 1977, 77—2 CPD 489. Because the instant procurement was con-
chieted by two-step formal advertising, the number of vendors eligible
to submit bid prices was not ascertainable until 1)tOPOSal evaluation
was completed; hence, a price reasonableness determination could not
be made until bids were opened under the step-two JFB. To the extent
that RCA's protest questions the propriety of retaining the set-aside
restriction subsequent to evaluation of technical l)roPosals, it is timely.
See DeWitt Transfer aiui Storage Company, snpro. Our Office has,
however, recognized the right of a procuring activity to make an award
under a total small business set-aside where there are as few as two
acceptable offers, 01)1 Marine Com,pany, supra, and even where there
is only one responsive bid. B—173371, December 17, 1971; Berlitz Sclooi
of Langua.gee. supra. Moreover, RCA has not presented any evidence to
refute the Navy's apparent determination of price reasonableue.ss.
Kinnett Daiiies, Inc., B—187501, March 24, 1977, 77—1 CPD 209; JIaw-
thorn Mellody, Inc., supra. We are, therefore, unable to conclude from
the record that these administrative determinations lacked a reason-
able basis in fact or constituted an abuse of discretion.

The protester contends that the Navy evaluated an RCA camera on
the basis of which the technical proposals of six ofierors were in'-
I)tOPerlY rejected. RCA states that it had no information concerning
the suitability of its camera until the time of the step-two IFB (issued
September 14, 1977) and that Company personnel telephonically veri-
fied the Navy's evaluation on September 27, 1977.

The conduct of the evaluation was not publicly disclosed and the
record is devoid of any objective evidence contrary to the protester's
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statement as to when it became aware of the Navy's unfavorable eval-
nation. See Buioiyhs (oi'poiatioii, 50 Comp. Gen.142. 147 (li)76)
76—•2 CPD 472, aff'd sub om.. Honywe7l Infoimafou Systms, me..
56 Comp. Gen. 505 (1977). 77- 1 CPI) 256. Consequently, this issue of
the protest is timely filed and will be considere(l on the merits 4 (1.F.'R.

20.2(2) (1977 ed.).
As mentioned above, the parties offer conflicting accounts of the

camera and the circumstances under which it was provided to the
Navy. RCA avers that the camera was furnished ni FCSOfl5C to the
Navy's July 21, 1977, request for a "hands on" look at an RCA iiiodcl

1006 camera, without indicating any intention to evahiate the
camera. As that model was not availal)le at the turn' of the
request, RCA sent a preprodiction engineering niodel of the TC 1006
with a list of anticipated modifications, and so advised the Navy. The
camera, furnished "as is," did not contain all the design and perfoiiit-
ance features of the production model, and had not been finally test('(l
and adjusted prior to delivery to the Navy. RCA further states that the
camera furnished was, therefore, not appropriate for technical evalu
ation, and. would not have been provided if the. Navy had (lis('lOSe(l its
intention to use that model to evaluate the firm's TC 1006 camera
against the specifications of the RFTP or of any other solicitation.

The Navy states that on July 22, 1977, RCA submitted its TC 1006
camera "for test and evaluation * '." According to the Navy's Sep-
teml)er 6, 1977, technical evaluation report, the proposals of 3 coin-
panies, including Selinger, offering the RCA. TC 1006 camera (which
the Navy describes as a TC 1005 camera in an RCA fabricated housing
were unacceptable due to discrepancies in focus stability afl(l lack of
lens support. The Navy further advises that the list of proposed inodi-
fications furnished with the camera by RCA. failed to address the back-
lash problem previously experienced with the RCA TC 1005 model.

The Navy concedes that the RFTP clearly did not require bid sam-
ples and, we think fairly, frames the issues thus raised by the pro-
testers as an evaluation of proposed cameras constituted a departure
from the evaluation procedure stated in the RFTP and whether such
evaluation or prior knowledge was improper.

Initially, an RFTP is required to contain "the criteria for evaluating
the technical proposal," ASPR 2—503.1(a) (iv) (1976 ed.), and
'[tiechinical evaluation of the proposal shallbe based upon the criteria
contained in the request for technical proposals " Id. (e) [Italic
supplied. Bid samples are samples required by the IFB to be furnished
as a part of the bid and are to be used oniy to determine the respon-
siveness of the hid. ASPR 2.209.4(a) (1976 ed.). If an IFB does
not require samples. but samples are. furnished with a bid (i.e., un-
solicited samples), they are not to be considered as qualifying the bid
and are to be disregarded unless the bid or supporting documents
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clearly indicate that the bidder intended to so qualify the bid. Id. at
(g).

The Navy, however, offers the following explanation concerning
its camera evaluations:

* * * Prior to the instance procurment [the procuring activity] purchased an
RCA model TC 1005 camera and * * * also obtained on a loan basis from RCA
a TC 1006/H camera for evaluation. Additionally, cameras had been obtained
previously from other potential sources for this procurement. The purpose of the
evaluation of the actual cameras to confirm a determination that the camera
was a commercial off-the-shelf model as required by the solicitation and to con-
firm the technical evaluation of the written proposals that the camera proposed
met all the requirements of the solicitation.

Because the protester's contentions and the Navy's response re-
garding the camera evaluations are interrelated, we will address the
issue as it applies to both protesters. The Navy states that unlike the
lengthy, detailed technical proposal submitted by GEC, Selinger's
proposal was 5 pages long, merely reiterated the Government's speci-
fications, and included a 2-page brochure about the RCA TC 1006/11
camera. The procuring activity notes that our Office has recognized the
propriety of rejecting technical proposals because they lack sufficiently
detailed information concerning how work will be performed or solici-
tation requirements will be satisfied, citing Servrte International
Limited, B—187197, October 8, 1976, 76—2 CPD 325; General Exhibits,
Inc., B—182669, March 10, 1975. 75—1 CPD 143; Phelps Protection
Systems Inc., B—181148, November 7, 1974, 74-2 CPD 244. The Navy
contends that it w-as clear from the terms of the RFTP that off erors
were required to furnish detailed proposals with sufficient information
to show compliance with the RFTP requirements, that offerors sub-
mitting incomplete or otherwise deficient written proposals did so al
the risk of being found unacceptable, that Selinger's proposal was
"superficial and totally lacking in every detail" as to how the pro-
posed camera was to comply with the specifications, and that Selinger's
proposal was, therefore, properly rejected.

Under these circumstances, the Navy states that it could not deter-
mine from the face of Selinger's proposal whether the camera offered
was technically acceptable.

Rather than rely on a determination that a written technical proposal suh-
initted by * * Selinger was technically unacceptable, * * * Selinger and all
other offerors proposing the RCA cameras, were given the benefit of an additional
and separate evaluation of the actual cameras proposed by those firms to
determine whether, notwithstanding the technical unacceptability of the writ-
ten proposal, the camera proposed satisfied the requirements of the specifications.
'tile only way the written proposal of * * * Selinger could be evaluated was to
rely on the personal knowledge of the technical evaluators and the evaluation
of the camera itself.

The. first step of a two-step formally advertised procurement is a
negotiation process whereby through discussions, changes, etc., tech-
nical proposals are found acceptable for the second-step bidding pro-
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cess. 50 (1omp. Geii. :346, 352 (1970) 51 hi. 85, 88 (1971). Technical
evaluations are based upon the degree to which the offeror's ,pitten
/OpO8(7i8 adequately address the evaluation factors $pe(?fici in the
solicitation. Sen'rte IntePnatwai Ltd., supivi; Dkhwth Sy$tin
Iie., B—190507. June 7, 1978, 78—1 CPI) 418. We find the Navys pro-
posal evaluation procedures singularly inappropriate to an RFTP
which neither required samples nor included sample evaluation or test-
ing criteria. For the reasons discussed below, we agree with the l)F0
testers that an evaluation of proposed eqiupmnent was not authorized by
the. RFTP and that it did not. constitute an evaluation factor deter-
minative of the acceptability of the technical i)rOPOSalS. 45 Coinp. Geim.
357, 360 (195).

The acceptability of the written technical proposmils was to be deter-
mined from tl1eir content alone. According to the terms of the TiFTP,
additional information was to be requested only for proposals (leen1e(
susceptible of being made acceptable by the submission of clarifymg
information; none of the proposals. however, was SO cllaractt'rize(1 by
the Navy. See AS1moke Detector$, 13—191459, August 1, 1978. If, as the
Navy suggests, the proposals could not be evaluated without recourse
to the actual equipment, the RFTP should either have been anwnded
to require samples and include evaluation criteria, or canceled and the
requirements resolicited under a solicitation requiring saniples.

W'liere the procuring activity determines that preaward sampling is
necessary, samples should be. required from each offeror. 55 Conip.
Gen. 648, 651 (1976). The fact that the Navy, instead, requested
cameras from a manufacturer which it considered ineligible to coIn-
pete on even the step-one solicitation, is inconsistent with the rationale
for requiring samples, as well as the purported set-aside character (if
the procurement. Moreover, both protestors assert that the camera
which the Navy evaluated was not, in fact, the camera which Selinger
offered in its proposal.

We find the Navy's inability to determine the acceptability of
Selinger's technical proposal from the face of the proposal largely
a problem of the Navy's own creation and one inappropriate for res-
olution by technical evaluation of equipment furnished by a firm
other than the offeror. WTe have long recognized that the flexibility (if
two-step advertising does not obviate the necessity for adherence to
stated evaluation criteria and basic specification requirements. 53
Comp. Gen. 47, si (1973). The Navy improperly intended to and did
rely on its examination of proposed equipment rather than on an
evaluation of the technical proposals or on step-one negotiation iro-
(lures to determine the acceptability of what was being offered. Feek-
keimi' Brotkers, Inc., B--184751, June. 24, 1976, 76—1 CPD 404. Ac-
(1uisition, testing and evaluation of cameras under a sohicition devoid
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of sample requiremenj and evaluation provisions therefore constitutes
a total departure from the evaluation criteria stated in the RFTP. The
evaluation and "prior knowledge" so acquired by the Navy were im-
proper bases upon which to determine the acceptability of technical
proposals, proposals evaluated in this manner were evaluated con-
trary to the requirements of ASPR 2—503.1 (1976 ed.), and the
Navy's rejection of proposals on these grounds •was without a rea-
sonable basis. Moreover, the Navy's camera evaluation and resultant
technical proposal evaluation precluded six of the step-one offerors
from competing for the procurement under the step-two IFB on the
basis of evaluation factors not included in the RFTP. See Smoke
Detectors, supra. Effective competition, however, requires that all pro-
spective contractors have the opportunity to prepare their offers on
the basis of the evaluation factors to be used in making the award.

The Navy's acquisition and evaluation of cameras was tantamount
to prequalifying cameras without providing potential suppliers an op-
portunity to qualify their equipment, placed offerors on an unequal
competitive footing, and was contrary to the Government procure-
ment policy to promote full and free competition. General Electro-
dynamics Corporation—Reconsideration, 13—190020, Augist 16, 1978.

We believe that the Navy's evaluation process failed to preserve the
required equality of competition among the offerors, and that under
these circumstances the award to GEC was improper. Although the
effect of competition conducted in a manner consistent with the fore-
going discussion can be ascertained only by recompeting the Navy's
requirements, we must determine whether it is in the Government's
best interests to resolicit the existing requirements and, if necessary,
terminate GEC's contract for the convenience of the Government.
In so doing, we must consider certain factors, such as the seriousness
of the procurement deficiencies, the degree of prejudice to other offer-
ors or the integrity of the competitive procurement system, the good
faith of the parties, the extent of performance, the cost to the Govern-
ment, the urgency of the procurement, and the impact on the Navy's
mission. 51 Comp. Gen. 423, 425 (1972) ; Honeywell Information Sys-
tems, Inc., 56 Comp. Gen. 505, 510 (1977), 77—1 CPD 256.

In light of the costs which would be involved (an estimated $250,000
in relation to a total contract price of $353,776), the continuing urgency
of the procurement and the gravity of the program for which the
cameras are being procured, we cannot conclude that recommending
recompetit.ion of the Navy's requirements would be in the best interests
of the Government.

We note, however, several additional deficiencies which should be
corrected in future procurements. Initially, any difficulties the Navy
experienced in evaluating the acceptability of the technical proposals

279—723 0 — 79 - 5
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was compounded by its failure to include in the RFTP the Notice of
Small Business Set-Aside clause, ASPR 7—2003.2 (1976 ed.), re-
quired in each solicitation in total small l)usiness set-aside procure-
ments by ASPR 1—706.5(c) (1976 ed.). The clause defines "sniall
business concern" for the purposes of the procurement and advises bid-
ders or offerors that " * * a manufacturer or a regular dealer sub-
mitting offers in his own name must agree to furnish * * * end items
manufactured or produced by small business concerns * * s." ASPR

7—2003.2(b) (1976 ed.). If the RFTP was intended to be a small
business set-aside, notice of that fact, pursuant to ASPR 1—706.3(c)
and 7-2003.2(b) (1976 ed.), should have been included in the IIFTP.
IV. 0. H. Entei'pries, Inc., B—190272, November 23, 1977, 77 2 ON)
408; UCE Incwponzted, B—18668, September 16, 1976, 76—2 OPT) 249.
The. Navy states that doubt existed as to Sehinger's status as a small
business manufacturer because the firm was ostensibly offering RCA
equipment, a concern also expressed by GEC. Although the Ste1)-One set
aside was effected in contravention of the aforementioned regulatory
provisions, we. find it unnecessary to pursue this issue because Selinger's
proposal was not rejected on this basis and the step-two IFB included
the required clause.

Finally, the Navy exercised an 01)tion for 100 percent of the base
quantity simultaneously with the award of the contract. The IFB no-
tified bidders, pursuant to ASPR 1-4304(b), of that possibility by
incorporating by reference the clause required by ASPR 7-2003.11
(a), 1)efense Procurement Circular No. 76—6, January 31, 1977. The
IFB Option Quantity provision, however, reserved the right to award
the Option quantity within 120 (laYs froni the effective (late of the con-
tract. Where, as here, a protest was filed with and denied by the pro-
curing activit and the agency's urgency T) & F and award were made
after protests were filed with our Office, we believe the more. prudent
course of action was to exercise the option during the 120-day period
provided rather than at the time of the award of the l)ase quantity.

ie1inqer Protest
Se] inger, in addition to asserting that its technical proposal was im-

properly evaluated and rejected, also contends that the Navy failed
to timely advise the firm of the reasons why its proposal was unuccept-
able. For the reasons stated above, we agree that the firm's technical
l)roposal was evaluated contrary to the terms of the RFTP and ap-
j)hicable 1)rOcurement regulations and was improperly rejected as tin-
acceptable on the basis of the Navy's camera evaluations.

Whieii two-step formal advertising is used, unsuccessful offerors
shall be so advised in the following manner

Fpon final determination that a technical proposal is unacceptable, the con-
tracting officer shall promptly notify the source submitting the proposal of that
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fact. The notice shall state that revision of his proposal will not be considered,
and shall indicate, in general tcrms, the basis for the determination for example,
that rejection was based on failure to furnish sufficient information or on an un-
acceptable engineering approach. Upon written request, and at the earliest feasi-
ble time after contract award, such source(s) shall be debriefed in accordance
with 3—508.4. ASPR 2—503.1(f) (1976 ed.). [Italic supplied.]

While we. feel that the Navy's September 20 letter advising Selinger
merely that a review of its proposal indicated that the camera offered
did not meet the Government's specification requirements was overly
general in comparison to the findings available in the Navy's Septemn-
her 6 evaluation memorandum and the reasons given for denying Sel-
mger's protest in the Navy's September 27, 1977, telegram, we cannot
conclude that Selinger was prejudiced by notice which the Navy
provided.

We have held that similar regulatory notice requirements are pro-
cedural in nature and a procuring activity's failure to comply with
such a requirement does not provide a legal basis for disturbing an
otherwise valid award. See, e.g., lVakeman TVatch Com.pany, Inc.,
13—187335, January 28, 1977, 77—1 CPD 72; Ce'nt'ury Brass Products,
Inc., B—190313, April 17, 1978, 78—1 CPD 291.

Accordingly, Selinger's protest is sustained and RCA's protest is
sustained to the extent it pertains to the Navy's camera evaluation.
Also, the above-mentioned deficiencies are being called to the attention
of the Secretary of the Navy by letter of today.

(B—180910]

Subsistence—Per Diem—Temporary Duty—Return to Headquar-
ters for Weekends—Payment Basis
When an employee on TDY rents lodgings by the week or month rather than by
f lie day but actually occupies them for a lesser period because he voluntarily re-
turns home on weekends, the average cost of lodging may be derived by prorating
the rental cost over the number of nights the accommodations are actually occu-
pied, rather than over the entire rental period, provided that the employee acts
prudently in renting by the week or month, and that the cost to Government does
not exceed the cost of renting a suitable motel or hotel room at a daily rate. 54
('omp. Gen. 299; B—180910, July 18, 1978, and July 6, 1976, overruled in part.

In the matter of James K. Gibbs—per diem—lodgings-plus meth-
od—monthly or weekly rental—weekend return home travel,
September 22, 1978:

This decision is the result of further consideration of one of the issues
involved in 54 Comp. Gen. 299 (1974), affirmed in illatter of James K.
(/ibbs. 13—180910, July 6, 1976, and B—180910, July 18, 1978. That issue
is how to (letelmine the average cost of lodgings in computing per diem
by the lodgings-plus method when an employee on temporary duty
(T1)Y) rents an apartment by the week or month but actually occupies
the accommodations for a ]esser number of nights because he. volun-
tarily returns home on weekends.
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The relevant regulation is found in paragra)11 1-7.3c of the }'ederal
Travel Regulations, FPMR 101—7, May 1973, as amended by FPMR
'relll1)onhl' Regulation A—il. Supplemeiit 4, Attachment A. April tI,
1977, and rea(l5 in pertinent l)lrt as follows

(1) For travel in the conternunous tnited States when lodging away from the
official (lUty station is required, the per diem rate shall be established on the basis
of the average amount the traveler pays for lodging, Plus an allowance of $1(i fur
meals an(1 miscellaneous subsistence expenses. Calculation shall be as follows

(a) To determine the average cost of lodging, divide the total amount paid for
lodgings during the period overed by the voucher by the number of imights fur
which lodgings w'ere or would have been required while away from the official
station.

(b) To the average cost of lodging add the allowance for meals mid mniscel
laneous expenses. The resulting amount roumided to the miext whole dollar. sub-
jt to the maximum preseritwd in 107.2a. is the rate to be applied to the tvt'h""
reimbursement voucher.

In the I)rior GThh8 cases as well as other cases where an eniplovee on
Tl)Y has rented lodging by the week or the month, rather than by the
(lay. l)ut has actually occupied the. lodging for a lesser number oif
nights, we have generally adopted the rule that the average daily cost
is derive(l l)V dividing the weekly or monthly amount paid for lodging
l)y the number of (lays in the rental period, i.e., 7or 30, rather than by
the number of nights the lodging was actually occupieol. Matter of
.\who7itt G. Ecoiwiny, 11188515, August 18, 1977; 13—185467, May 5.
1976; J!atter of Pr. (eti,t IV. Tare. B—181294, March 16, 1976; B
168±5. February 25, 1970.

Exceptions to the general rule have, been permitted where the eni
ployee acted reasonably or )rudently in renting lodging by the week
or month and pithier (1) the tem)orary duty assigiIment was iinex—
pectedly ended short of its anticipated duration through iio fault of
the. employee. Matter of I?ohert L. Dari,t, 13—188346, August 9. 1977:
Matter of Te'ra (7. Clilng, B-188924, June 15, 1977; Matter of George
di'cn/. B .184006, November 16, 1976; B—138032, ,Januarv 2. 1959; or
(2) the monthly or weekly rental was less than the amount the ohm-
ployee would have been required to pay based on the daily rental rate.
Chhg, oqiw: Matter of TT7llarl I]. Gillette, B—183341, May 13, 1975.
In these situations prorating the nionthly or weekly reiital cost over
the nights of actual occupahicv. rather than the rental period, has beeii
permitted, 1)rovided of course that the maximum authorizeol rate for
per diem or actual subsistence expenses is not exceeded. None of these
eases, however, involved voluntary weekend return home travel.

Nevertheless, upon further consideration of the issue at limid in the
light of these exceptions, we are of the opinion that where an em-
ployee on TDY has rented lodgings by the week or month, rather
than by the day, but actually occupies the lodgings for a lesser num-
ber of nights because he voluntarily returns home on weekends, the
average daily cost may be derived by dividing the weekly or monthly
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rental cost by the number of nights the lodgings are actually occu-
pied, rather than the number of days in the rental period, provided
(1) that the employee acted prudently in obtaining lodgings by the
week or month rather than by the day, and (2) that the cost to t.he
Government does not exceed that which would have been incurred
had the employee obtained suitable lodgings at a daily rate.

To the extent inconsistent with the foregoing, the prior Gibbe de-
cisions, 54 Comp. Gen. 299 (1974), B—180910, July 6, 1976, and B—
180910, July 18, 1978, are hereby overruled. Within the limits per-
irntted by 31 U.S.C. 71a, this decision may be given retroactive effect
since it is predicated primarily on a modification in the interpreta-
ion of an existing regulation rather than an amendment of that reg-

ulation. 55 Comp. Gen. 785 (1976).

(B—190509]

Federal Property and Administrative Services Act—Disposal Pro-
visions—Negotiated Property Disposal—To States, Territories,
etc.—Competition Consideration
Under negotiated sale by General Services Administration of surplus real prop-
erty to a local government pursuant to section 203(e) (3) (H) of Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1049 (Act), 40 U.S.C. 484(e) (3) (H),
offers from a source other than local government units described by 40 U.S.C.
484(e) (3) (H) need not be considered.

Federal Property and Administrative Services Act—Compliance—-
Competition Requirements
Requirement of Act that such competition as is feasible be obtained for 40 U.S.C.
484(e) (3) (H) sale is met when required notices are posted and offers from
(lualified public entities considered.

Real Property—Surplus Government Property—Sale—Price Suf-
ficiency
General Accounting Office will not question appraisal of iroperty's fair market
value unless it can be shown to have been conducted improperly or to be lacking
in credibility.

In the matter of Fort Holabird and Cash Corporation, September
22,1978:

Fort. Holabird and Casil corporation (Casil) objects to the sale of
approximately 179 acres of surplus land to the city of Baltimore,
Maryland (city), by the General Services Administration (GSA).

The sale, which occurred October 19, 1977, was for $,600,000. Casil
argues that the sale is illegal because GSA ignored casil's $7,200,000
offer to buy the land, made on October 18, 1977. Further, casil points
out that the sale to Baltimore is flawed, as the Government did not
receive a fair return for the land and because of various improprieties
in GSA's handling of the matter.
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The conveyance was precedel by the 1)epartnient of 1)efense's dos-
ing of Fort Ilolabird in 1970. The land was determined to be surplus
on September 17, 1974, under section 203 (a) of the Federal l'roperty
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Act), as amended, 10
U.S.C. 484(a) (1970). The Administrator of GSA is granted super-
vision and direction over disposition of surplus prope1y. Section 203
(c) of the Act, 40 U.S.C. 484(c) (1970), provides authority to dispose
of surplus property by sale, exchange, lease, permit or transfer, for
cash, credit, or other property, and upon such terms and conditions as
the Administrator deems proper. Disposals and contracts for dis-
posals of surplus property may be negotiated pursuant to section 203
(e) (3) (H) of the Act, 40 U.S.C. 484(e) (3) (11) (1970). if the dis-
posal will be to states, territories, possessions, political subdivisions
thereof or tax-supported agencies therein, and the estimated fair mar-
ket value of the property and other satisfactory terms of (liSI)oSal are
obtained by negotiation. In negotiated property disposals of over
S1,000, section 203(e) (6) of the Act, 40 U.S.C. 484(e) (6) (1970), re-
quires that (iSA submit an explanatory statement justifying the
I ransaction to appropriate Congressional committees.

In accordance with Federal Property Management Regulations
(FPMR.) 101—47.303—2(1)), notices of the availability of the property
were forwarded to various public agencies. On October 9, 1974, l3alti-
more. made a formal request to negotiate for purchase of the land.
Subsequently, on December 17, 1975, a suit was filed in the United
States District Court for the 1)istrict of Maryland, Li,ca vs. 7'ke Gcn-
('pal AS( CP8 Administration, et al., Civil Action No. Y—V -1736, to
enjoin the sale of the property until the requirements of the Natioiial
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 IJ.S.C. 4321, etsq.. were met.
On June. 10, 1977, GSA reported the proposed disposal to appropriate
Congressional committees. Soon thereafter, the suit was dismissed.
1)uring the period following October 9, 1974, negotiations were con-
ducted with the City which resulted in the October 19 sale. The City
plans to use the property for development as an industrial park.

Casil, which proposes to use the land as a military retireiiient corn-
mirnity and historical monument, primarily objects to the sale l)ecause
of GSA's failure to consider its offer of $7,200,000. Casil argues that
GSA was required to consider its offer and that its failure to do so was
not in accordance with the mandate of the Act, which at section 203
(e), 40 U.S.C. 484(e) (1970) requires that all I)roperty sales be by
public bidding except for certain exceptions, all of which are subject
to the condition that "such competition as is feasible under the cir-
cumstances" be obtained. Casil reasons that its offer constituted "feas-
ble competition" and should have been evaluated along with the City's
lower offer.
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GSA takes the position that under section 203(e) (3) (H) of the
Act, 40 U.S.C. 484(e) (3) (H) (1970), once the determination to ne-
gotiate for the sale to a public purchaser is made, competition is urn-
ited to other public agencies. Accordingly, GSA niaintains that it was
under no obligation to consider offers from non-public sources such
as Casil. In any event, GSA insists that Casil's October 18, 1977 let-
ter did not constitute a valid offer, as it contained no deposit nor did
it purport to conform with the terms of the notice, In addition, GSA
doubted the bona fides of Casil's offer because of what the agency be-
]ieves was the rather nebulous nature of Casil's plans and its view
that Casil did not possess the financial resources to purchase the land.

We agree that GSA was not required to consider Casil's offer. Sec-
tion 203(e) (3) (11) of the Act, 40 u.S.C. 484(e) (3) (H) (1970), gives
the GSA Administrator discretion as to the procedure to be used in
negotiating when the disposal sale will be to a local governmental
unit. When the sale falls within section 203(e) (3) (H) of the Act, as
does the instant transaction, then the statute clearly provides that the
Administrator is not bound to follow the specific procedures called
for in sections (1) and (2) of 203(c), 40 U.S.C. 484(e) (1) and (2)
(1970), pertaining to advertised public bids. The only limitations
placed upon the Administrator in a 203(e) (3) (H) situation, is that
of following its own regulations and "obtaining such competition as
is feasible under the circumstances." Uf. Jover Sand Gravel, Inc.
vs. Jones, 227 F. Supp. 88 (D. New Hampshire 1963). It is clear that
the Act only requires that bids from all sources be considered in an
advertised sale.

In this instance, where GSA has determined that it is appropriate
to negotiate a sale to a local governmental unit in accordance with 40
U.S.C. 484(e) (3) (H) (1970), it has received a valid offer from at
least one such unit, and it is ultimately determined that the sale price
equals the fair market value as measured by a proper appraisal, we do
not believe that the Act or the applicable regulations require the
agency to consider offers from nonpublic sources. In such cases, all
that is needed to fulfill the requirement that such competition as is fea-
sible be obtained, is that notice of the proposed sale be given and valid
offers from public entities within the description set forth in 40 U.S.C.
484(e) (3) (H) be considered.

Casil further argues that it was improper for GSA to confer a pre-
ferred status on Baltimore by negotiating with it when no showing
has been made that Baltimore could not participate in an advertised
sale. The Act contains no provision requiring that such a showing be
Illa(le a prerequisite to entering into a negotiated sale.

Since we have determined that GSA was under no obligation in this
instance to consider an offer from a non-public source such as Casil,
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there is no need to determine whether Casil's letter constituted a valid
offer. It is worthy of note, however, that Casil had been advised sev-
eral times before the sale that its offer could not be accepted.

Casil questions whether the. sale, at $4,800,000, meets the require-
inent contained in section 203(e) (3) (II) of the Act,40 F.S.C. 481(e)
(3) (II) (1970), that the fair market value of the property be re-
covered. Casil maintains that this seems unlikely in view of the $13,-
658,878 acquisition cost and an earlier GSA appraisal of $11,000,000.

Casil also points out that, contrary to the general upward trend in
real estate prices, GSA's 1975 appraisal was reaffirmed, without
change, 2 years later in 1977. Finally, Casil challenges the propriety of
the appraisal on the ground that the firm responsible for it is located in
Baltimore and therefore had an interest in the sale. In this connection.
Casil notes that tile record does not contain a certification from the up-
1)raiser that it has no interest in the property as required by FPMII
101-47.303-4(c).

GSA maintains that it has satisfied the Act by obtaining the fair
market value for the land. The agency explains the apparent (li5(Tti)-
ancy between the acquisition cost, including buildings, of $13,658.78
and the appraised value of $4,600,000 by noting that tile acquisition
co.t includes improvements, many of which have value only for spe-
cial governmental uses, made over a period of 38 years. According to
the agency, the sale price reflects present market cofl(litiOIlS, including
au assessment of the burdens which will be experienced by the pur-
(ilaser in developing the. property. Further, GSA states that the na-
ture of the. property is such that it simply did not appreciate to a sig-
nificant degree in the period between 1975 and the 1977 sale.

The developnient of an estimate of the fair market value of surplus
real property is, like the development of a cost estimate in ut I)1(91re
ment, a matter of judgment which will not be questioned by our Office
except where it can be clearly shown that. tile appraisal methods were
improper or lacking in credibility. See, generally. T1edyn4 I?//a1
Aero1a?Ifica1, 56 Comnp. Gen. 635 (1977), 77—1 CPI) 35.

Although Casil attempts to cast doubt out GSA's proce4lulres by utl-
iegmg that the firm conducting tile appraisal may have an interest in
tile transaction. GSA has supplied a copy of tile required certification
winch was fill by that firm. We are aware of no prohibition against
a firm located in tile city where. the land is situated conducting the
appraisal. Further, there is 110 evidence in the record of an earlier up-
praisal of $11,000,000, as (asii has conten(led. Accordingly, we have
110 basis to question GSA's determination that they have received tue
fair market value of the land. In this connection, we note that both the
Senate. Committee on Governmental Affairs and the House Committee
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on Government Operations were fully informed concerning the sale
and voiced no objection.

Casil contends that the procedures followed by GSA in this sale
contain several irregularities. First, Casil notes that the Baltimore
offer was incomplete in that it did not contain a nondiscrimination
covenant as required by FPMR 101—47.307—2,or a statement of pro-
posed use of the property as specified by the GSA manual for disposal
of surplus real property (PBS P 4000.1, April 19, 1977). Casil also
notes that negotiations were commenced with the City on or about
October 9, 1974, prior to the completion of the appraisal in October
1975, in violation of the GSA manual, supra, which specifies that no
negotiations are to be conducted prior to receipt of the appraisal.

The record indicates that at the time negotiations with the City
began, GSA did have an appraisal of the property. This initial ap-
praisal, which was superseded by the 1975 appraisal, was dated April
17, 1973. Although the City's formal offer did not contain a statement
of the proposed use of the property, the City had earlier filed a de-
tailed plan of its proposed use of the land with its initial offer to ne-
gotiate, filed in 1974. The nondiscrimination clause was not included.
However, we do not believe that this oversight affects the validity of
the sale.

Finally, Casil complains that the GSA sale should have been post-
poned until the resolution of its protest in accordance with section 20.4
of our Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. 20.4 (1977). In support of
this point, Casil indicates that it protested to GSA several times be-
fore the sale. Although Casil did write the agency several times before
the sale, the agency repeatedly informed Casil that it would not con-
sider its offer. In any event, since Casil did not protest to our Office
until after the sale was made, it is clear that section 20.4, which deals
with protests filed with our Office before. award, is not applicable.

The protest is denied.
(B—189884]

Contracts—Negotiation-—Requests for Proposals—Protests Un-
der—.—Closing Date—Date for Receipt of Initial Proposals
Protest concerning requests for proposals' (RFP) price evaluation formula and
application thereof is untimely since formula was clearly set forth in detail
in RFI', alleged problems with application were reasonably discernible from
formula, and protest was not filed before closing date for initial proposals as re-
ciuired by 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (1) (1977).

Contracts—Protests—Merits-—Consideration of Untimely Pro-
test—Impact on Timely Issues
Untimely issue of whether price evaluation formula eliminated price as evalua-
tion factor will be considered only to extent that it impacts on timely issue relat-
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ing to adequacy of price competition to invoke exemption to cost or pricing data
requirements.

Contracts—Protests——Timeliness——Negotiated Contracts—Negotia-
tion Procedure Improprieties—Apparent Prior to Closing Date for
Best and Final Offers
I'rotest that oral negotiations should have been held due to size, complexity, and
potential 5-year duration of procurement is untimely since it was not tiled, at
latest, within 10 days of closing date for best and final offers.

Contracts—Protests—Procedures—Bid Protest Procedures—Time
for Filing—Date Basis of Protest Made Known to Protester
Argument that discussions were not meaningful is timely since it was not known
until protester received certain documents pursuant to Freedom of Information
Act request, and argument w-as raised within 10 days of that time.

Contracts—Protests-—Timeliness—Effect of Request for Debrief-
ing
Argument that Government should have held oral negotiations on ,rice when it
discovered that both offerors proposed prices lower than Government estimate is
timely, since protestor could not have know-n of basis until debriefing, and issue
was raised within 10 days of debriefing.

Contracts—Protests—Negotiation—Requests for Proposals—Pro-
tests Under—Closing Date—Date for Receipt of Initial Proposals
Contention that evaluation criteria concerning experience restricted conipetitiuli
and favored incumbent contractor is untimely because criteria were listed in
RFP, and protest should have been, but was not, filed before closing ilate for
initial proposals.

Contracts-Protests-Procedures-Bid Protest Procedures-Time
for Filing—Significant Procurement Issue Exception—Applica-
bility
None of issues found to be untimely are significant issues which could ln con
sidered notwithstanding their untimeliness.

Contracts—Negotiation—Prices—Cost and Pricing Data Evalu-
ation
Price evalu.atioii which scored proposals nearly equally did not eliminate price
as evaluation factor, since price proposals were close and only varied by approxi-
mately 5 ircent.

Contracts—Negotiation—Cost, etc. Data—"Truth-In.Negotiation"
Agency properly did not require proposed awardee to submit certified cost or
pricing data since such data need not lie submitted where 1)rkp is based on
adequate price competition. Adequate price competition was achieved where
RFL' permitted award to other than low-priced offeror, price was substantial
evaluation factor (30 percent), and price evaluation was proper and did not
have effect of eliminating price as evaluation factor.

Contracts-Negotiation—Competition—Discussion With All Offer-
ors Requirement—Written or Oral Negotiations
Failure to hold oral price discussions was iiot improper where prices were within
9 percent of Government estimate, price evaluation was in accordance with
criteria set forth in RFP, and there was adequate price competition.
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Contracts—Negotiation—Competition—Discussion With All Offer.
ors Requirement—"Meaningful" Discussions—Written
Allegation that agency had "unannounced preferences" for specific manner of
performing work, which incumbent knew and protester did not, is not supported
by record. Meaningful written discussions concerning technical proposals were
held, eveii though written discussions could have more specifically pointed out
deficiencies iii some areas. Agency presented protester with large number of
questions and comments which led protester to deficient areas f proposal, and
protester was given opportunity to and did substantially revise proposal, result-
ing in significant increase in scores. Oral discussions were not required, since
written negotiations were meaningful.

Reports-Administrative—Contract Protest—Timeliness of Report
Agency delay in filing response to protest is procedural matter, not affecting
merits of protest. Response to protest cannot be disregarded on this basis.

Contracts—Protests—Authority to Consider—Agency Records Not
Released to Protester
General Accounting Office will consider all documents filed by agency in deciding
protest, even though agency withheld certain documents from protester pursuant
to Freedom of Information Act.

Contracts—Protests——Allegations—Agency Destruction of Work-
papers, etc.—Not Prejudicial
Documents destroyed by agency appear to have been workpapers of technical
panel which were incorporated into formal comments of technical panel that
were provided to protester. Therefore, protester was not prejudiced by this
action.

In the matter of Serv-Air, Inc., September 25, 1978:
Serv-Air, Inc. (Serv-Air) has protested the award of a contract

for the operation and maintenance of Vance Air Force Base, Okla-
homa (Vance), to Northrop 'Worldwide Aircraft Services, Inc.
(Northrop), under request for proposals (RFP) F41689—77—0016,
issued by the Air Training Command (ATC), Randolph Air Force
Base, Texas.

1. Background
The RFP was issued on March 29, 1977. The RFP sought proposals

for a. fixed-price-incentive contract w-ith a firm target price to pro-
vide management, equipment, personnel, and services for the operation
of Government-owned facilities and the maintenance of Government-
owned training aircraft in support of the lTndergraduate Pilot Train-
big Mission at Vance. The RFP contemplated an initial 1-year con-
tract. (October 1, 1977, to September 30, 1978), with the possibility
that the incumbent contractor could be retained for up to 4 additional
1-year periods, under an Extended Contractual Coverage Policy.

Fifty-three prospective contractors w-ere solicited, and two pro-
posals were received—Serv-Air's and Northrop's. Northrop is the
incumbent under a contract awarded for the 1-year period, 1972—1973,
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and contnnied for 4 successive 1-year penods. ServAir was the (011
tractor at Vance from 1960-1972.

In evaluating proposals, the technical evaluation was weighted 70
1)ei'Iit and pnce 30 lwiTelit, with 700 total points possible for the
technical evaluation and 300 for pice. Price points were broken down
into two categories: 150 points for cost realism and 150 for assunip-
tion of risk. The weighting and point system was not disclOse(l iii I he
RFP. although it stated that technical capability would be weighted
more heavily. The initial proposals received the following point
scores from the evaluation panels

Serv-Air Northrop
Price

Risk _. ..-... 1St)

Realism 78
Technical .... 450

Total 678 927.2

Both proposals were included in the competitive range. After initial
evaluations, the contracting officer (CO.) furnished each olleror a
list of comments and questions, requesting replies by ,June 20 1977.
The revised proposals were received and were given the following
scores:

Serv—Air Northrop
Price

Risk 150. 0 119. 9
Realism 90.0 150. 0

Technical .. 561.4 687. 2

Total .. 801. 4 957. 1

Requests for best and final offers were made on June 80 1977, with
,Julv iS, 1977, as the deadline for submitting them. Both offerors sub-
initted best and final offers, which received the following scores:

Price: Serv-Air Northrop
Risk

—
126.6

Realism 120.0 150.0
Technical 570.1 687.2

Total Th4(ti 963.8

By letter dated August 1, 1977, and received August 4, 1977, the CO.
notified Serv-Air that the contract had been awarded to Northrop. 13y
letter received in our Office on August 12, 1977, Serv-Air protested the.
award. In a debriefing conducted August 18, 1977, Serv-Air was told
that its low price had resulted in a reduced point score for cost realism.
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Serv-Air then, by letter dated and received at our Office on August 5,
1977, amplified its protest.
II. Serv-Air's Allegations

Seiv-Air, iii the letter of August 12, 1977, made two general
allegations:

1. That it should be awarded the contract because its proposal was
found technica]ly acceptable. and also offers the lowest cost, fee, and
ceiling price.

2. That the incumbent, Northrop, had access to more detailed infor-
mation concerning a new element of work than was made available to
Serv-Air, thus unfairly allowing Northrop to receive a higher score
on that part of its proposal.

Serv-Air's August 25, 1977, letter raised several new grounds of
protest, as follows:

1. The technical evaluation criteria were designed to give special
weight to recent experience rather than the quality of services offered.

2. The system of price evaluation is inherently defective because it
penalizes offerors for cost-saving techniques, regardless of the sound-
ness of the techniques, by subtracting points from proposals whose
target cost falls outside a predetermined range from the Government
estimate.

3. Oral discussions concerning both technical and price proposals
should have been held.

After release of certain information by the Department of the Air
Force (Air Force) pursuant to a request filed in accordance with the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 5 U.S. Code 552 (1976), Serv-
Air, by letter dated February 24, 1978, amplified the August25 grounds
of protest and raised additional objections to the procurement, as
follows:

1. Serv-Air modified the allegation concerning the price evaluation
by objecting to the manner in which the formula was applied and to
the effect of the application in these circuiiistances. Specifically, Serv-
Air al]eged that the application of the price evaluation formula had
the effect of eliminating price as an evaluation factor.

2. Serv-Air alleged that the Air Force failed to satisfy mandatory
statutory and regulatory requirements to obtain and analyze certified
cost or pricing data.

3. Serv-Air alleged that the Air Force failed to disclose in the RFP
or during negotiations preferences for specific methods employed by
the incumbent to accomplish certain tasks, thus making equal technical
competition impossible.

4. Serv-Air expanded its allegations relating to negotiations by
arguing that even if oral negotiations were not required, the written
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negotiations were so inadequate as to not constitute "nieaningfui
thScuSSiOflS."

III. Timeliness
The Air Force has argued that several of Serv-Air's allegations are

untimely under our Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. part 20 (1977).
First, the Air Force. argues that all of the. allegations contained in
Serv-Air's August 25, 1977 letter are untimely becuise they hou!d
have been known on August 4, 1977, when Serv-Air was notified of the
award to Northrop, and that letter was not filed within 10 working
days, as required by 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (2) (1977). Additionally, the
Air Force argues that even if some of the arguments are considered
timely, the allegations concerning the evaluation procedure are un
timely pursuant to 4 C.F.R. 20.2(1)) (1), which requires that protests
based on patent solicitation improprieties be filed prior to the closing
date for receipt of initial proposals. The Air Force. also argues that
Serv-Air's argument concerning the lack of oral negotiations is un-
timely, presumably because it was not raised until approximately 1
month after the Air Force's request for best and final offers.

Serv-Air responded to these arguments in a submission of February
24, 1978. Serv-Air stated it first learned that its low price had resulted
in a reduced price. realism score at the August 16, 1977, debriefing, and
that the price evaluation criteria had been irrationally implemented.
Also, Serv-Air argues that * * the debriefing provided the first
evi(Tence that the negotiation process had failed iii its essential pur-
poses." Regarding the Air Force's arguments that Serv-Air should
have protested any problems with evaluation criteria before the due
date for initial proposals, Serv-Air states:

* * * this irotest could not have been made on the basis of the RYP itself. The
RFP (11(1 not thsclose that the analysis of "price realism" would ignore the dif-
ferences between l)rOPOSaIS, that no audit or cost analysis would 1)e conducted,
that tiw scoring formulae would eliminate cost as a factor, that negotiations would
be curtailed regardless of obvious misunderstandings or that penalties would be
impose(l for deviation from unannounced preferences. The debriefing, in turn, only
hinted at these defects and suggested where to look. Serv-Air's development of thc
facts now permits a greater particularization of improprieties that could only be
inferences drawn from anomalous results before.

Certain grounds of Serv-Air's protest have been untimely raised. it
is our opinion that the arguments concerning the price evaluation art'
untimely (August25 letter No. 2; February 24 letter No. 1). The prim'
evaluation method is set out in detail in the, RFP. For exam t)1', the
method to he used to evaluate cost realism is stated, as follows:

(2) Realism will be evaluated by comparison of the proposed target cost to a
government estimate of target cost. Any price falling within a predetermined
range from the government estimate will receive the maximum number of points.
A target cost that falls above or below this range will receive fewer points the
farther away it is from the range.
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Serv-Air's August 25 allegation that this formula penalizes rather
than rewards cost-saving innovation directly takes issue with the above
provision of the RFP and should have been raised prior to the closing
date for initial proposals. We note that Serv-Air does not argue that
the Air Force conducted the price evaluation in a manner inconsistent
with that set out in the RFP. As for Serv-Air's February 24 argument
that it could not have known the effect that this formula would have
until it learned of the point scoring system, the Government estimate,
and the range, we think that the formula was sufficiently detailed to
1)Ut Serv-Air on notice that the price evaluation could have been con-
ducted in the manner that it in fact was. Therefore, this argument,
raised after the closing date, is untimely. See, e.g, Design Concep'ts,
Inc., B—186125, October 27, 1976, 76—2 CPD 365.

According to Serv-Air the fact that the price evaluation had the
effect of eliminating price even though the RFP stated that it would
be weighted 30 percent resulted in the absence of price competition. In
the absence of price competition the C.O. must meet certain statutory
and regulatory requirements to ensure that the awardee's price is
reasonable (February 24 letter No. 2). Since the Air Force did not meet
those requirements in this case, Serv-Air argues that the contract is

No question has been raised concerning the timeliness of this issue.
In order to decide whether the Air Force should have met the appli-
cable cost or pricing data requirements, we must determine whether
tlieie was adequate price competition. Therefore, we will examine the
price evaluation in this case, but only to ascertain whether the for-
mula did produce adequate price competition for purposes of cost or

requirements.
Serv-Air's allegations (August *25 letter No. 3; February 24 letter

No. 4) concerning the lack of oral negotiations and the inadequacy of
written negotiations are partially untimely. Serv-Air knew that oral
negotiations were necessary due to the size and complexity of the
procuiement., and the possible long duration of any resulting contract
award by the request date for best and final offers, at the latest. Since
these arguments were raised more than 10 working days later, they
are untimely and will not be considered.

After receiving certain evaluation documents pursuant to its FOIA
request, Serv-Air alleged that, during written negotiations, the Air
Force had not understood aspects of Serv-Air's tecimical proposal
and should have realized that Serv-Air might he confused concerning
several requirementh. Serv-Air argues that, at that point, the Air
Fore should have instituted oral negotiations to clear up these prob-
lems. Serv-Air also alleges that, whether or not. oral negotiations were.
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warranted, the results of the tecimical evaluation showed that the
written negotiations were superficial and inadequate. Since these
grounds could not be known by ServAir until it. received the rva1ua
tion (lodunlents, they were timely raised.

Serv—Air also argues that price negotiations should have been held,
instead of a continued mechanical a)phcation of the, price evaluation
formula, when the Air Force discovered that 1)0th prices were snb
stantially lower than the Government, estimate. This argument is also
timely, as it. could not have, been raised until after the debriefing when
Serv-Air first learned of the relative prm and the Government esti
mate, and it was raised within 10 days of the debriefing in ServAir's
letter of August 25, 1977.

Finally, Serv-Air's contention (August 25, 1977, letter No. 1) that
the technical evaluation criteria unduly restricted competition and
favored the incumbent contractor is clearly untimely. Tlw evahiation
criteria were listed in the RFl. and should have beemi hut were not
Protested p1ior to the elosing date for initial pro5t1hs.

Serv—Air has argued that even if some of its allegations are un-
timely, "" •' the critical nature of the, issues raised necesitates
review." 4 C.F.R. 20.2(c) permits consideration of untimely pro-
tests that raise issues significant to procurement practices or
cedures. This exception to the general timeliness requirements is
limited to issues which are of widespread interest to the procurement
comnumity and is "exercised sparing1y so that the tinwliness stan(1
ar(ls (10 not become. meaningless. I?. A. ill/icr Jiithm'fi'ies, Inc. (Jie
coIei''iiii). B—187183. January 14. 1977, 77—1 CPJ) We see
nothing in the untimely issues here that warrants invoking this
('X(e1)t-i0fl.

IV. Adequate Price Competition
Price was evaluated using a predetermined Government. estimate of

target. cost, fee, and ceiling price as a baseline and giving equal
weight. up to 150 point.s to "cost. realism" and "assllflhl)tion of risk.'
The Air Force estimate and the Serv—Air and Northrop P101)05m115
with the following differences were:

Air Force
Serv-Air Northrop 1)ifference Etiin ate

Total target cost .. $16, 395, 424 $17, 100, 785 $705, 361 $18, 040, 944
Total target fee... .... 819, 386 891, 963 72, 577 902, 048
Total target pric 17, 214, 810 17, 992, 748 777, 038 18, 042, 092
Ceiling price.. .. - . 17, 707, 058 18, 810, 864 1, 103, 806 19, 845, 039
Over target sharing

(percent) .. ... .. - .. - _.. 60/40 60/40
Under target sharing

(percent).... 80/20 70/30
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Cost realism, which is at the heart of the dispute, was evaluated in
the following manner. A Goveimment estimate of target cost (shown
above) was developed by a certified public accountant on the head-
quarters ATC Pricing Staff. The estimate was based on I)epartment
of Labor Service Contract Act Wage Rates, manning estimates, and
data from prior contracts for the same. and similar services. The pre-
determined range, within which 1)roposed target costs would receive
the maximum cost realism score, was set at 7.5 peicent. According to
the Air Force, this represented the Government's range of confidence
in the accuracy of the estimate. Target costs falling outside this range,
either above or below, received fewer points the farther they were
from the range. The zero point mark was at 15 percent above or below
the estimate.

Assumption of risk was evaluated by comparing each proposal's
target price, ceiling price, 5-percent cost overrun, and 5-percent cost
underrun to the Government estimate. A 70/30-percent sharing for-
mula was used to calculate the Government's cost overrun and under-
run figures. Basically, 75 points were to be awarded to any proposal
matching the Government estimate, and prices below the estimate.
receive(l more points up to 150 at 7.5 percent below the estimate.

Serv-Air's best. and final price, proposal received 150 points for
assumption of risk and 120 points for cost realism, for a total of 270.
Northrop's higher-priced proposal received 126.6 points for assump-
tion of risk and 150 points for cost realism, for a total of 276.6, or a
6.6-point advantage.

Serv-Air argues that there was not "adequate. price competition"
in this l)rocurement, as defined by Armed Services Procurement Regu-
httion (ASPR) 3—807.1(b) (1) (1976 e(l.). Seiv-Air bases this argu-
ment on its contention that the price evaluation eliminated price as
an evahiation factor and on the fact that the RFP states that.

* lowest price will not. necessarily receive the award." Serv-Air
argues that because there was not adequate. price competition, the
Truth in Negotiations Act, 10 U.S.C. 2306(f) (1976), required the
Air Force to obtain certified cost or pricing data prior to the award
of the contract, ASPR 3—807.2(a) (1976 ed.) required a cost analy-
sis, and ASPR 3—801.5(b) (1976 ed.) required an audit. Since the
Air Force admittedly failed to meet these requirements, Serv-Air
argues that the contract is invalid and that any follow-on contracts
would also be invalid.

rrhle, Truth in Negotiations Act. requires that contractors submit
(ertifip(l cost or pricing data prior to the award of any negotiated
contract. where the price is expected to exceed $100,000. The act pro-
vides that this requirement need not be met where the. price
negotiated is based on adequate price competition." ASPR 3—807.3

279—723 () — 79 — 6
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(a) a1o requires such data, and has the same adequate price corn
petition exemption. The requirements of XSPR 3—807.(a) and
3 .801.5(b), as stated above, must be met whenever the contract irit
is based on certified cost or pricing data.

"Adequate pnce competition" is defined, in ASPR 3. 807.1(b) (1),
in the following manner

1) Adequate Price Competition.
a. Price competition exists if offers are solicited and (1) at least two respon

sible offerors (ii) who can satisfy the purchaser's (e.g., the Governnieiit.'s)
requirements (iii) independently contend for a contract to be awarded to the
responsive and respunsible offeror submitting the lowest evaluated price (iv) by
submitting price offers responsive to the expressed requirements of the so1ici
tation. Whether there is price competition for a given procurement is a matter
of judgnient to he based on evaluation of whether each of the foregoing coii
ditions (i) through (iv) is satisfied. Generally, in making this judgment, the
smaller the number of offrors, the greater the iieed for close evaluation.

Srv-Xir contends, for the. above-enumerated reasons, that 5Ul)
section (iii) was not. met, since, the contract. was not. required to he,
and was not, in fact, awarded to the offeror with the lowest. evaluated
l'e.

While we have not specifically addressed the. issue of what consti-
tutes adequate competition for the purposes of invoking the exemp
tion in the Truth in Negotiations Act, we have interpreted .XS1I

3—807.1(b) (1) in the context of 10 LS.(1. 2304(g) (1976). That
statute and the implementing regulation, APR 3—805.1, require
that written or oral discussions be held in all negotiated procurements
over 10,000, unless it can be clearly demonstrated from the existence
of adequate competition that acceptance of the most favorable initial
l)IOPOsal without discussion would result in a fair and reasonable
price. In Shapell Go'eiiuneit Iloushig, Inc. nd Gold,ieh (md

55 Comp. Gen. 839, 848 (1976), 16 .1 CPI) 161, in finding an
award to a higher-priced higher technically rated ofieror to be the
result. of adequate price competition, we stated that " we be-
lieve the language owest eP(lillated pc" should be defined to in
elude all of the factors in the award ev'duition" [Italic supplied. I
Generally, themi, adequate price competition exists and certified cost
or 1)ricing data need not be submitted where more thaii one offeror
is considered to be within the competitive range and i)ri'' is a sub-
stantial, though not necessarily determinative, factor in the pre-
scribed evaluation criteria.

As for the impact of the elimination of price as a factor in this
issue, Serv-Air argues that the two pr 1)oposa1s here were "widely
divergent," and were leveled by the price evaluation, and that 1)0th
proposals were scored so near the maximum that "differences between
theni were lost." Serv-Air cites Group Operatior, Inc., 5 Comp.
Gen. 1315 (1916), 76—2 CPI) 79 IV. S. Gookin Associates, B—
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188474, August 25, 1977, 77—2 CPD 146; and Design Concepts, Inc.,
13—184658, January 23, 1976, 76—1 CPD 39, as cases in which our Of-
fice condemned price or cost evaluation schemes which leveled di-
vergent proposals. There are, however, significant differences between
these cases and the instant case.

In Group Operations, Inc., supra, a low proposal of $10,810 and a
high proposal of $23,216 received nearly identical scores. The high
proposal was over 100 percent above the low proposal. We deter-
mined that even though the cost evaluation was improper, there was
not sufficient prejudice to disturb the award, since the technical evalu-
ation was substantially more important and the awardee had a sig-
nificant edge in the technical evaluation.

In 3V. S. Coo/em c Associates, s11.pra, the high proposal was over
100 percent higher than the low proposal, but scored the same. Again,
even though we found the evaluation improper, we found no basis
to disturb the award because of the importance of technical excel-
lence and the significant technical superiority of the higher-price
proposal.

In Design Co.wepts, Inc. (B—184658), supra, the evaluation formula
penalized offers to the degree that they deviated from the arithmetic
mean of all offers. This resulted in low offers receiving no advantage
whatsoever from being low. This evaluation scheme was not revealed
in the RFP, and, in fact, the RFP clearly indicated that low offers
would be scored higher. The result was that award was made to an
offeror whose technical proposal was only about 5 percent higher
than the protester's, but whose price was approximately 41/2 times
that of the protester's.

The above cases involve extreme circumstances, especially as corn-
1)aIecl to the present case. While Serv-Air characterizes the pro-
posals as "widely divergent," the largest difference in price or cost is
the approximately 5.5-percent difference in ceiling price. In addition,
there was no surprise in the instant case, as there was in Design Con-
cepts, Inc. (B—184658), because the evaluation followed the criteria
explicitly detailed in the R.FP, including the admonition that tile
lowest price would not necessarily receive the highest score. In short
while we realize that the approximately 5-percent lower Serv-Air pro-
posal did not receive a 5-percent price evaluation advantage, we can-
not say that price was eliminated as an evaluation factor. We see
nothing improper in two closely priced proposals being scored closely
in a irice evaluation.

In the present case, both offerors were within the competitive range,
and award was made to the offeror whose price was approximately 5
percent higher, but whose technical rating was substantially higher.
Since we have determined that the price evaluation did not ehimi-
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nate iri as an evaluation factor and price wasa substantial factor
in the vahiation scheme (8() percent) we feel that there was adequate
price competition. Therefore, the Air Force properly did not require
the submission of cost or pricing data.

Serv-Air argues that oral price negotiations should have been held
once the Air Force (liscovered that both ofierors pro)Osed prices were
below the Government estimate, to ensure that the Government re
ceived the best price. The Air Force points out that both offerors were
within 9 percent of the Government estimate. In light of our finding
that the pie evaluation was proper and in accordance with the
I{FP and that there was adequate price competition, we do not feel
that the fact that both off erors were slightly lower than the. Govern
Iiient's estimate requires the Government to hold price discussions
in order to ensure that it received the best price. SeeP Vinnell (!oipoiw
tion. B-480557, October 8, 1974, 74-2CPD 190.

V. Technical Evaluation and Negotiations
The RFP listed the following factors to be considered in the tec1mni

cal evaluation:
a. Overall exl)erience in simulator and jet aircraft maintenance functions on

aircraft of equal or greater complexity than those assigned to Vance AFB.
h. Overall experielice in other base support functions for a I)ilot training

facility and/or operation of the same or similar facilities contemplated by tli
Request for ProposaL

e. Faderstanding of the requirement and proposed niethiod of operation.
d. Operation and management policies and procedures.
e. Manpower resources and utilization of key personnel.
1. Mobilization (phase-in) plan.

The RFP further stated that:
* * * Most weight will be given to factor a. A lesser weight will he given to

factor I). Foctors e, (I, e and f will be given equal weights hut less thami either
factor a or b.

Serv-Air has imiade two basic allegations concerning the technical
evaluation and related negotiations:

(1) That the Air Force had preferences for specific methods of
)eIformimig certain tasks based on the incumbent's perforniance, amid
these preferences were known by the incumbent, but were never comui
municated to Serv-Air.

(2) That the Air Force's written negotiations were insufficient to
resolve uncertainties relating to work requirements, and misunoler
standings concerning the Serv—Air I)rOPosal, thus violating the re-
(luile1neuit for meaningful negotiations and resulting in an improper
technical evaluation.

Serv-Air has I)resented 27 examples, grouped into five categories,
which it argues are illustrative of the Air Force's failure to conduct
meaningful negotiations wiuch resulted in unfair penalties assessed
against the firm in the technical evaluation. Among the 27 examples
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of deficiencies in the technical evaluation and negotiations, five alleg-
edly illustrate the Air Force's pieconceied and unannounced 1)1efel'-
clueS; flue others allegedly illustrate other categories of iniproprietics.
While we have carefully review-e(l all of the examples, we do not feel
that it is necessary to address each one in this decision, as they are only
iiueaiut to be illustrative examples of the lack of meaningful negotia-
tions. Rather, we will discuss one exanhl)le in each category of deficiency
noted by Serv-Air.

Generally, it is not the function of this Office to reevaluate technical
proposals, or resolve disputes over the scoring of technical proposals.
Decision Sciences Corporatio'n, B—182558, March 24, 1975, 75—1 CPD
175; Tcc/plan Corporation, B—180795, September 16, 1974, 74—2 (TI)
169; 52 Comp. Gen. 382 (1972). The determination of the needs of the
Government and the method of accommodating such needs is primarily
the responsibility of the procuring agency, 46 Com]?. Gen. 606 (1967),
which, therefore, is responsible for the overall determination of the
relative desirability of proposals. In making such determinations, coP-
tracting officers enjoy "a reasonable range of discretion" in determin-
ing which offer should be accepted for award, and their determinations
will not be questioned by our Office unless there is "a clear showing of
unreasonableness, an arbitrary abuse of discretion, or a violation of the
procurement statutes and regulations." JIIETIS Corp., 54 Coinp. Gen.
612 (1975), 75—1 CPD 44. While Serv-Air states that it is not asking
us to reallocate the points awarded in the technical evaluation, but only
to determine the sufficiency of the negotiations, many of the examples
presented by Serv-Air go to the question of whether points should have
been deducted in the technical evaluation. Consequently, we feel that
the above standard of review is appropriate in this case.

Concerning the issue of when and to what extent negotiations are
require(l, 10 1.S.C. 2304(g) (1976) requires that oral or written dis-
cussions be held with all offerors in the competitive range. The statu-
tory mandate can be satisfied only by discussions that are meaningful.
Houston Films, Inc., B—184402, December 22, 1975, 75—2 CPD 404; 51
Comp. Gen. 431 (1972). Generally, to be meaningful, discussions must
include the pointing out of deficiencies or weaknesses in an offeror's
proposal. Austin Elcctronic, 54 Comp. Gen. 60 (1974), 74—2 CPD 61;
50 Comp. Gen. 117 (1970). We have stated, however, that:

* * * * nnfthr, we think to hell) one proposer through successive rounds
of discussions to bring his original inadequate proposal up to the level of other
adequate proposals by pointing out t1ioe weaknesses which were the result of his
own lak of diligence, competence, or inventiveness in preparing his proposal. 1
Comp. Gen. 621, 622 (1972).

Additionally, we have held that the * * extent and content of mean-
ingful discussions '" ' are not subject to any fixed,, inflexible rule,"
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Decision Scielices Corporation, supra, and that what will constitute
such discussion * * is a matter of judgment primarily for determina-
tion by the procuring agency in light of all the circumstances of the
particular procurement and the requirement for competitive negotia-
tions * * '." 53 Comp. Gen. 240,247 (1973).

Further, it is a fundamental principle of competitive negotiation
that off erors must be treated equally, and that they must be provided
with identical statements of the agency's requirements to provide a
common basis for the submission of proposals. Coin puteic Incorporated,
et of., 54 Comp. Gen. 1080 (1975), 75—i CPD 384. Also, if an agency
changes stated needs during the course of a procurement, all offerors
must be informed of the changes and permitted to revise their pro-
posals. Union Carbide Corporation, 55 Comp. Gen. 802 (1976), 76-1
CPD 134; Corbetta Constrtction Commpan?J of Il7inois, Inc., 55 Conip.
Gen. 20i (1975). 75—2 CPD 144.

1. Alleged Air Force Preferences
Basically, Serv-Air argues that the Air Force preferred specific

methods of performing tasks based on Northrop's performance as the.
incumbent, and that Serv-Air's proposal was penalized to the extent
that it deviated from these unannounced preferences. The Air Force
insists that these preferences were not preconceived or developed dur-
ing the procurement, but rather were opinions of the Air Force techni-
cal experts concerning which proposal offered the best method of
performing the required work. That is, the RFP told the contractor
u-hat to do, but not how to do it, and the so-called "preferences" were
nothing more than the technical panel's judgment as to which proposal
provided the best means of accomplishing the work.

The following example allegedly illustrates the Air Force's failure
to reveal preferred techniques:
Eram pie No. 2

Original Question No. 1 (May 31, 1977):
"In view of emphasis upon energy and fuel conservation, why do you propose

the 'hot line' procedure for de-icing aircraft during extreme ice and snow condi-
tioiis ?"

E1crv-Air's Response (June 20, 1977):
"T1i reference to the 'hot line' procedure Paragraph 3.1.5.3 [of Serv-Air's

proposal], for removal of ice from aircraft surfaces, was intended to reflect a
capability that could be utilized if considered necessary. The necessity to utilize
this expensive method will be a joint Air Force/Serv-Air decision based on stu-
(lent program status and other mission factors.

Evaluation,Penei Final Comment No.12 (July21 ,1977)
Reference Question 1: Although the "Hot Line" procedure used to de-ice air-

craft was acceptable during Serv-Air's previous tenure at Vance AFB, it has
since been discontinued [in favor of chemical deicing] because of factors affect-
ing airerew and aircraft safety and, more recently, fuel conservation efforts.

Apparently, this example is intended to show that while the Air
Force preferred chemical deicing, it did not convey this preference
to Serv-Air. Serv-Air states that there is no suggestion that it could
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not or would not use the preferred method, and that the penalty stems
from the statement that Serv-Air was capable of using hot-line de-
icing if the Air Force desired, in addition to chemical deicing.

The Air Force responded that the RFP clearly indicated that the
Air Force Technical Order System (T.O.) must be strictly complied
with. hot-line deicing is not permitted by T.O. 42C—1—2 and T.O. IT—
38A—2—2, which specify required deicing procedures. Therefore, the
Air Force argues, the only "preference" it had was for the required
procedure, which was available to Serv-Air, in which Serv-Air should
have researched. The Air Force states that it asked the question to be
sure that Serv-Air understood the requirement.

Serv-Air's response does not dispute the fact that hot-line deicing
is not permitted, but rather states that it was merely offering the capa-
bility if desired. Serv-Air also notes that the Air Force failed to indi-
cate that this was a deficiency.

It is our opinion that the Air Force action in penalizing Serv-Air
for proposing hot-line deicing was not unreasonable or arbitrary. This
"unannounced preference" was, in fact, clearly indicated in the RFP.
Since the T.O. did not permit hot-line deicing, then offering it, even
as an auxiliary capability, indicates a lack of understanding of the
current permitted procedure and a lack of diligence in proposal prep-
aration. The Air Force question, while it did not label the area as a
deficiency, should have been sufficient to put Serv-Air on notice that
there was a problem with proposing the procedure. See, e.g., ASystems
Consultants, Inc., B—187745, August 29, 1977,77—2 CPD 153.

2. Other Alleged Failures to Conduct Meaningful Negotiations
Examples of other alleged improprieties have been grouped into

the following groups by Serv-Air:
a. Failure to Reveal Needed Factual Information.
b. Failure to Reveal Alleged Inadequate or Excessive Service

Levels.
c. Failure to Understand the Serv-Air Proposal.
d. Failure to Aid Serv-Air's Understanding of Government Re-

quirement.
a. Failure to Reveal Needed Factual Information.

Exam plc No. 1
Original Question No. 50 (May 31, 1977)
"I)o you have any training requirements for Fire Protection personnel which

will roquire quotas in IJSAF schools prior to 1 October 77? See Amendment/
Modification No. F41689—77—R—OQ1—OOO2 for qualification requirements."

'erc-Air Response (June 20, 1977)
"Wo do not anticipate any training requirements (quotas in USAF schools)

Prior to 1 October 77 for Fire Protection personnel. Our Fire Chief will be sched-
uled to attend the advanced Fire Department Technology Course at Chanute
AFB within 6 months of 1 October 77. It is assumed that all existing fire de-
zartmeiit personnel will meet physical, experience and training requirements as
of 1 October 77. Newly assigned personnel will be scheduled for training as nec-
essary after 1 October 77."
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Evaluation Panel Final Comment No.37 (July 21,1977):
"Reference Question 50: Serv-Air assumed that all of the present fire protec

tion Personnel working at Vance are trained to meet the RFP. All persoiin*'1 are
not trained as evidenced by Northrop scheduling 8 Rescue personnel for frain
lug prior to 1 Oct. 77. This significant requirement was not adequately researched
by Serv-Air."

Serv-Air argues that in this instance the Air Force should have told
Serv-Air that the existing fire protection staff did not meet the train
ing requirements for the upcoming contract and, therefore, nee(led to
be scheduled for training. Serv-Air also contends that this is an in
staiice in which the Air Force should have. but did not, point out f lie
specific deficiency in Serv-Air's l)roPosal.

The Air Force response is that the requirement for training of Fire
Protection personnel was clearly stated in amendment/modification
Xo. F41689—77—R—0016--002. Additionally, the Air Force argues flint
erv—Air should have, been aware, with reasonably diligent research,
that the present personnel did not meet this training requirement he
cause it did not exist under the previous contract. Therefore, the Air
Force maintains, Serv-Air's assumption that all existing I)el01l11t'l
would meet the new requirements indicated a lack of research of RFP
requirements.

Serv—Air, in rebutting the Air Force comments, points out that the
technical panel penalized it for failure to provile trained personm'l or
failure to schedule them for training, although the panel admits that'
it had no knowledge of the qualifications of the personnel proposed
by Serv-Air.

It appears to us that Serv-Air was penahizeti for proposing umi•
trained fire protection personnel and the failure to fully understand
the RFP requirements. We. agree with the Air Force analysis. Serv
Air should have, been aware of the change in training requirements
from the previous contract, since the new requirement was stated
clearly in the cited amendment to the RFP.

b. Failure to Reveal Allegedly Inadequate or Excessive Service
Levels.
Eraniple No. 7

Original Question No. 8 (May 31,1977):
"The ACE Program method of operation section [in the RFP] reflects both

the Mis4on Support Kit (MSK) concept and forward supply concept. Which
iiiethot will be used? Please explain the supply lrocedures to be used to support
the ACE Operating Locations (OL). Also expand on the ueel for two material
control clerks at the OLS."

'err-.tir Response (June 20, 1977)
"The ACE Program will be supported by a Mission SU1)POrt Kit tMSK) * * *
"The utilization of the two Material Control Clerks at SAW and I'SM will be

in support of the increased load in the area support portion of the MSKs assigned
to each of the respective bases * *

Evaluation Panel Final Coin nunt No.19 (July 21, 1977)
"Reference Question 8: Method of ACE Program supply support is clarified to

some extent in contractors reply. However, method of operation prescribed in
response to question does not properly justify need for two material control
elrks at specified locations."
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Serv-Aii's argunient concernilig the alleged impropriety in the
above example is basically that it was penalized for providing too
much service, even though it was the low-piicecl ofteror. According to
Serv-Air, the Government should have matched the. Serv-Air technical
and price proposals to determine what service it was getting for the
price. Ser'-Air contends that its pi'oposal could not properly be penal-
ized for providing excessive manpower ]evels unless (loilig so raised
the cost to the Government. Serv-Air also argues that the Air Force
didn't notify it that providing two clerks was a deficiency.

The Air Force response point out that the RFP clearly states that.
the Price Evaluation-Panel will not have access to technical proposals
and the Technical Evaluation Panel will not have access to price, pro-
l)05a15. Therefore, in evaluating manpower levels, the Teclmical Panel
pioperly had no know-ledge of the offeror's price. Additionally, the
Technical Evaluation Panel was concerned with efflcie'ncy in the evalu-
ation of proposed manpower levels.

We feel that the Air Force level of negotiation and the deterinina-
tion to downgrade Serv-Air for failure to justify the need for two
clerks were not unreasonable or arbitrary. The, question certainly un-
plies that the proposal as originally written did not sufficiently justify
the use of tw-o clerks. The deficiency was pointed out and Serv-Air
was given an opportunity to correct the deficiency.

c. Failure to Understand the Seiv-Air Proposal.
Ewample No. 13

Original Comment No. 9 (May 31, 1977):
"Para 5.1.7.1, page 5—1, Volume 1, Management Procedures Branch [of the

Serv-Air proposal], indicates the training section will provide initial training on
the U—1050—II computer. Statement of work specifies successful completion of
formal training at AF Tech School before personnel are allow'ed to operate I'—
1050—Il Computer."

Serv-Air Response (June 20, 1977):
"Specific references to formal training of equipment operations stated in the

basic RFP were not addressed, nor was AFR 50—55 referenced. This paragraph
has been revised to explain the training to be provided on the TJ—1O50—II Corn-
puter."

Evaluation Panel Final Comment No. 9 (July 21, 1977)
"Reference Comment 9: Reply to specifically stated comment failed com-

pletely to address or recognize the statement of work requirement for successful
completion of formal computer training at AF Tech School prior to personnel
being allowed to operate the UNIVAC 1050—Il Computer."

Ac(or(hng to Serv-Air, it did not mean that the proposed Training
Section would conduct the required training, but that it would assure
that the required Air Force Technical School training was completed.
The Air Force response. is basically that the training requirement can
only he met by training at the Air Force Technical School, and that
Serv-Aii's response did not make this clear, even though the question
clearly note(l this deficiency.

It is our opinion that Serv-Air's June 20 response did not make it
clear that formal training requirements would be met in the manda-
tory manner by attendance at the Air Force Technical School, since
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the revision of the applicable section of its proposal still stated that
the Training Section '"' will provide initial and refresher train-
ing * to include formal basic training on the F—1O5O—Ii '
We think that the Air Force did not act unreasonably here. The (fr-
ficiency was initially pointed out in specific terms, and Serv-Air's re-
sponse reasonably indicated that it was not aware that training at the
Air Force Technical School was mandatory and that contractor train-
ing could not substitute.

d. Failure to Aid Serv-Air's Understanding of Government Re
quirements.
Erumple No. 26

Original Question No. 12 (May 31, 1977):
"The ['PT—IFS has no component or series of components identified as either

an Automated Flight Control System (AFCS) or a Central Air I)ata Computer.
Please define these areas more clearly and skills required to maintain. (Ref Vol
1, pg 3.1—70, Paragraph 3.1.11.1)"

erc-Air Response (June 20, 1977):
'The skill requirements defined iii Paragraph 3.1.11.1 [of the Serv-Air pro-

posail define homogeneous skills directly related to maintaining the ['PT-IFS.
These skill requirements are further defined in Paragraph 3.1.11.1 of our revised
proposal."

Evaluation. Panel Final CommentNo. 22 (July 21, 1977):
"Reference Question 12: Response to this question is totally inadequate. The

contractor still does not understand the tecimical requirements for the ITT IFS.
The skills he believes are required to maintain the simulator are totally
unacceptable."

Serv-Air states that there was no indication that it was deficient
until the final comment, and that if "''n" a broadly experienced
fully competent. contractor in this area did not understand the Air
Force requirement negotiations should have been conducted to make
I he requirement known."

The Air Force response to this example follows:
Example #26. The comment of the panel for this question was not (lirect('(l

toward Sery-Air's competency in Fhiglt Simulator maintenance. It was directed
toward their failure to adequately express what skills would be utilized to main-
tain the ['PT—IFS. Serv-Air identified two ['S4AF AFSC skills homogeneous to
the skills they identify as needed to adequately maintain the TTT-1F5. Tlwse
skills (325X0—32591 and 326XX) although related are not specifically hmomogene
oiis. The homogeneous skills required are AFSC 341X4, I)igital Flight Simuintor
Technician and 341X5 Analog Tactics Landmass Technician. The basic skills
required to maintain the ['PT—IFS are a knowledge of general purpose (ore
memory computer systems maintenance and standard peripheral units. digital
linkage and interface circuits, hydraulics, closed circuit TV. systems (camera!
monitor), analog servo-systems and optics. Serv-Air did not understand the re'-
quirement in that core memory repair is not authorized at base level, computer
programmer skills are not required and no camera projection equipment is in-
eluded in the ['PT—IFS. Here, once again, the protester has apparently expected
the Technical Evaluation Panel to tell the offeror how to perform a given task.
That. responsibility was clearly levied on the offerors throughout the pre'lroposal
conference, solicitation phase and ensuing evaluations.

Serv-Air's rebuttal argues that. since the above-quoted Air Force
lespOnse. admits that Serv-Air is qualified to maintain simulators, the
statement of analogous skills should not be penalized. If it is consid-
ered a deficie.ncv Serv-Air contends that the Air Force should have
specifically pointed it out.
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Apparently, the Air Force Technical Panel feels that Serv-Air
does not understand the requirement for Flight Simulator mainte-
nance. It is not our function to perform a second technical evaluation,
but oniy to determine whether negotiations in this area were meaning-
fiil. The original question asked by the Technical panel clearly indi-
cated a deficiency in Serv-Air's proposal in thisarea. Serv-Air's re-
sponse was apparently clearly deficient again. We do not think that the
Air Force's determination here was unreasonable or arbitrary.

3. Summary
It appears that Serv-Air's complaints about the conduct of negoti-

ations and the resulting technical evaluation involved situations in
which several portions of Serv-Air's proposal were initially consid-
ered to be deficient, the Air Force pointed out the deficiencies with
varying degrees of specificity, Serv-Air's responses did not cure the
deficiencies, and the Air Force did not conduct further negotiations.
The Air Force believes that either Serv-Air would not have been de-
ficient if it had adequately researched clearly specified requirements,
or that Serv-Air was given an adequate opportunity to correct the de-
ficiency as pointed out by the negotiations conducted. The Air Force
determined that to continue to point out specific deficiencies for suc-
cessive rounds of negotiations until Serv-Air finally responded cor-
rectly would be unfair to Northrop, as it would he tantamount to
writing Serv-Air's proposal by providing Air Force technical exper-
tise. Our review of the record has disclosed some areas where the
written discussions could have more specifically pointed out the de-
ficiencies found and other areas where the deficiencies were elucidated.

Based on our review including all examples of improprieties cited
by Serv-Air, it is our opinion that the discussions held were meaningful
in the context of our standard of review. After the receipt of initial
proposals, 53 questions were asked Serv-Air by the technical panel,
and 14 additional comments were made. Serv-Air was then given the
opportunity to and did substantially revise its proposal in response
to the questions and comments. See Operations Research, Incorporated,
53 Comp. Gen. 593 (1974), 74—1 CPD 70. As a result of this revision,
Serv-Air's technical score increased from 450 points to 570 points, and
ServAir's price points increased from 228 points to 270. While the
Air Force may not have labeled all of Serv-Air's deficiencies as de-
ficiencies, the questions asked led Serv-Air to the deficient areas of its
proposal and we have held that questions which lead offerers into
areas of their proposals that are unclear are sufficient to put them on
miotice that their proposals may be deficient in those areas. See, e.g.,

stems Consultants, Inc., supra; ASC Systems Corporation, B—
186865, January 26, 1977, 77—1 CPD 60; DOT System, Inc., B—186192,
July 1, 1976, 76—2 CPD 3; Rantec Division, Emerson Electric Co., B—
18764, June 4, 1976, 76—1 CPD 360. Also, while successive rounds of
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(lisc.ussions might have allowed Serv-Air to increase its scores, we cam
110t say that the Air Force's decision to not conduct further discussions.
eveil though sonic deficiencies relllaille(l, was arbitrary or unreason
able. Since the written discussions were meaningful, there was iio
requirement to hold oral discussions. See, e.g., Gc,usee Uom.nitci
(Yente?, Inc., 13—188797, September 28, 11)77, 77—2 CPD 234; Austh
Electionics, 54 Comp. G-en. 60, supra; 51 Comp. Gen. 6'21, supw.

VI. Alleged Procedural 1)eficiencies
Serv-Air has recently complained that the Air Force has delayed

in filing responses to this protest, and that this delay has impaire(l
Serv-Air's chances for an effective remedy in the event the l)rOtest is
sustained. Serv-Air also alleges that the Air Force destroyed (loch-
ments relevant, to this protest and has submitted other documents
to us that have not been released to Serv-Air. Serv-Air contends
that these alleged improprieties have compromised the integrity of
our Bid Protest Procedures.

The Air Force admits to the delays, stating that they have not been
intentional, but are the result of the complexity of the protest an(l the
loss of personnel involved in the review of the pvotest. Regarding the
allegation of destruction of documents, the Air Force states that while
the evaluator's individual workpapers were destroyed, the substance
of their contents was incorporated into the score sheets and formal
comments of the panel, which were provided to Serv-Air. Concerning
the documents provided only to GAO, the Air Force states that only
cost and technical elements of the Northrop proposal and an internal
ATC legal opinion were not provided to Serv-Air. The Air Force
argues that the elements of the Northrop proposal were properly
withheld, as they contained sensitive data that could harm Northrop's
competitive position, and the internal legal opinion was properly
withheld under FOJA. The Air Force also states that it (!Oflsi(lers
all possible remedial action options still available to GAO, including
a reconnnendation of termination of the contract for the Convenience
of the Government.

Regarding Serv-Air's complaint that we should not consider docu-
ments not released to Serv-Air, we have held that documents which
are not furnished to protesters because they contain information con-
sidered by the agency to l)e properly withheld under the FOIA will
l)e cOnsi(lere(l mmcl accorded full weight by our Ofhce in deciding bid
protests. See, e.g., S.J. Groves c kSons (!onpany, 13—189544, October
25, 1977, 77-2 CPD 324. Therefore, we have considered all documents
in the record in this protest, whether or not they have been released to
Serv-Air. Concerning the allegations of destruction of documents, we
see no prejudice to Serv-Air since the Air Force has sufficiently justi-
fied the destruction of the technical panel worksheets, which appar-
ently were incorporated into the summary technical panel comments,
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which were provided to Serv-Air. Finally, regarding Serv-Air's com-
plaint that the Air Force was untimely in submitting its reports, we
have held that this is a purely procedural matter and does not provide
a basis to disregard the report. Systems Consultants, Inc., supra;
VBM Corporation, B—182225, March 5, 1975, 75—1 CPD 130.

We do feel, however, that the delays in this case were excessive and
potentially prejudicial in terms of feasible remedies.

Accordingly, the protest is denied to the extent it has been considered
on the merits.

(B—192127]

Pay—Retired—Survivor Benefit Plan—Spouse—Coverage—Ter-
mination
Under the Survivor Benefit Plan (SBP), 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by sec-
tion 1(5) (A) (ii) of Public Law 94—496, effective October 1, 1976, where a member
had elected spouse coverage but reduction of retired pay for spouse coverage is
terminated because the member no longer has an eligible sjpouse beneficiary, so
long as he had an eligible spouse beneficiary on the first day of the month, full
reduction of retired pay for spouse coverage is required since charges are made
on an indivisible monthly bases.

Pay—Retired—Survivor Benefit Plan—Children
Under the SBP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as ameuded by Public Law 94—496, effective
October 1, 1976, where the member had elected both spouse and children coverage
and there is termination of reduction of retired pay for spouse coverage because
of loss of an eligible spouse beneficiary, the previously elected child coverage is to
be recomputed since the law governing the SBP requires such coverage to lie de-
termined on an actuarial basis and the loss of the eligible spouse beneficiary has
increased the probability that an annuity would be payable to an elected depend-
ent child.

Pay—Retired—Survivor Benefit Plan—Children—No Eligible
Spouse
Under the SBP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by Public Law 94-496, effective
October 1, 1976, since dependent children coverage, either alone or in combina-
tion with spouse coverage is to be determined on an actuarial basis in order to
maintain such basis, recomputation of children coverage is to be based on the
member's age and that of the youngest child effective the day after loss of the
eligible spouse beneficiary.

Pay—Retired—Survivor Benefit Plan—Spouse——Eligible Bene-
ficiary
Vnder the SBP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by Public Laiv 94—496, effective
October 1, 1976, after spouse coverage is terminated due to loss of eligible spouse
beneficiary and the member remarries, since reduction in retired pay for spouse
coverage purposes is charged on an indivisible monthly basis, such reduction in
retired pay would not resume until the first month following the date such spouse
attains eligible spouse beneficiary status, unless such date is on the first of a
month, then appropriate charges are to be made for that month.

Pay—Retired—Survivor Benefit Plan—Children—Eligible Spouse
• Effect

Under the SBP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by Public Law 94—496, effective
October 1, 1976, where the cost of children coverage had been recomputed and
charged following the loss of eligible spouse beneficiary, then upon the reacquisi-
tion of an eligible spouse beneficiary, since children coverage is toremain on an
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Pay—Retired—Survivor Benefit Plan—Children—Eligible Spouse
Effect

actuarial basis, and since the gain of an eligible spouse beneficiary has reduced
the probability that an annuity would be payable to an elected (lepdadeilt child,
t1e cost of such coverage should be further recomputed.
Under tile SlIP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by I'ublic Law 9449G, effective
October 1, 1916, since (lependent (illIdreli coverage, either alone or in coinl )iuation
with spouse coverage, is to be determined on an actuarial basis, in order to main
taiji such basis upon the gain of an eligible spouse beiieflciary, further rinpu
tation of children coverage is to be based on the age of the yoiuigest child and the
ages of the member and remarriage spouse on the date the spouse qualified as an
eligible spouse beneficiary.

Pay—Retired—Survivor Benefit Plan—Cost Deductions and Cover-
age—Effective Date
Under the SlIP. 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by Public Law 91—490, effective
October 1. 1916, where a member reacquires an eligible spouse l)ellefi(iary, and
there is further recomputation of the cost of coverage because of the existence of
previously elected dependent children beneficiaries, since reduction in retired pay
for coverage purposes is charged on an in(livisible monthly basis, such further
re(olnpute(l coverage charges would not resume until the first day of the month
following change of coverage status, unless such status change occurred on the
first day of the month, then appropriate charges are to be made for that month.

In the matter of Sergeant Edwin T. Peniston, USMC, Retired, and
Gunnery Sergeant Frederick Burrough, USMC, Retired, Septem-
ber 25, 1978:

This action is iii CSI)OllSe. to a letter dated April 97, 1978. from Lwu•
tenant Colonel IV. S. Moriarty, FSMC, 1)isbursing Officer, ("entralized
Pay 1)ivision, Marine Corps Fmniire Center, requesting an a(lvalice
decision on a series of questions concerning the proper method of coin
puting and effecting reduction in retired pay for coverage Pll1i)OSS
under the. Survivor Benefit Plan (SBP), 10 U.S.C. 1447.4455, as
amended by section 1(5) (A) (ii) of Public Law 94—496, October 14,
1976, 9() Stat. 2375. Particular references are made to the cases
Master Sergeant Edwin T. Peniston, FSMC, Retired, and Gunnery
Sergeant Frederick Burrough, USMC, Retired. The request was for--
warded to this Office. by letter from the Office of the Comnm&uuhuit of
the Marine Corps (FDD), dated ,June 6. 1978, and has 1)een assigned
Control No. I)O—MC—1293 by the. I)epartment of I)efense Military Pay
ilfl(l Allowance Committee.

The submission states that Sergeant Peniston was tranferred to the
retired list Ofl December 1, 1966. On March 10, 1973, he elected to
iCi1)ate in the. SBP under the provisions of subsection 3(b) of Public
Law 9—4S, 86 Stat. 706. 711, 10 U.S. Code 1448 note, to provide in:
annuity on a reduced base amount- of $375 for his spO1Se, Florence, and
dependent child, Teresa. As a result of that election, his retired pay
was reduce(l in the amount of $15 for spouse. coverage and $3.32 for
child coverage effective June 1, 1973.

On July 2., 1977, Sergeant Peniston informed the. Finance Center
that lie received a divorce from his spouse, Florence, on July 7, 1976,
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and that he married a new spouse, Helen, on August 6, 1976. He re-
quested that Helen be substituted for Florence on his SBP election
form.

Based on that notice and request, the Finance Center retroactively
refunded the cost of spouse coverage from October 1. 1976, the effective
date of Public Law 94—496, supa, and the charge against his retired
pay for the monthly SBP cost for coverage of the new spouse, Helen,
was begun on August 1, 1977, since she was not a parent of issue of that
marriage prior to that time. In addition to that action, and while no
costs for child coverage were recomputed on the basis of "child only"
coverage during the interim period, the cost of child coverage was
thereafter recomputed on the basis of "spouse a.nd child" coverage
from August 1, 1977, using dates of birth for the member, his new
spouse and childas of that date.

The facts in the case of Gunnery Sergeant Burroiigh are that, fol-
lowing a period in which he was in the Fleet Marine Corps Reserve,
lie was transferred to the retired list on July 1 1968. On March 17,
1974, lie elected to participate in the SBP under the provisions of sub-
section 3(b) of Public Law 92—425, supra, to provide an annuity based
on his full monthly retired pay for his spouse, Eva, and 3 dependent
children. As a result of that election, his retired pay was reduced in the
amount of $8.27 for spouse coverage and $3.11 for children coverage
effective April 1, 1974.

By correspondence received at the Finance Center on October 11,
1977, Sergeant Burroiigh advised that he had received a divorce from
his wife, Eva, on 1)ecember 3, 1976, and requested that his SBP cover-
age be adjusted in accordance with Public Law- 94—496, supra.

Based on that notice and request, the monthly SBP cost of coverage
for his former spouse w-as retroactively refunded from December 1,
1976. Unlike the Peniston case, however, the SBP cost for children
coverage was recomputed on the basis of "children only" coverage, with
the increased monthly cost of $15.50 being deducted from his retired
pay effective December 1, 1976.

The actions taken in those cases seem to be inconsistent. It is indi-
cated that, on further analysis, it is doubtful whether the dates used for
effecting changes in retired pay reductions in the cases described are
correct, in view of the amendment to 10 U.S.C. 1452 (a) by Public Law
94 496, supra, and our decision 13—189037, September 30, 1977 (56
(1omp. Gemi. 1022).

Question a. asks in effect
When there is no longer an eligible spouse beneficiary because of

(leath or divorce of the spouse, what is the correct effective date for
terminating the reduction in retired pay for spouse coverage?

As it relates to this question, 10 U.S.C. 1452(a), as amended by
Public Law 94—496, supra, provides in pertinent part:
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(a) * * the retired or retainer pay of a person to whom section 1445 of this
title applies who has a spouse * * shall he reln(Pd each month by an aniomi
equal to 2½ percent of the first $300 of the base imount plus 10 iwrceiit of the
reniaintler of the base amount * * * The re(lflCtion in. rcbrc(t or retouirr pay
pr(senhcd by 11w first sentence of this subsection shofl not he (tJ)/JlirUble (lUr,ng
any month. in wh 1db there is no eligible spouse bcn efiriary. [Italic supplied.

Prior to the insertion of the italic sentence by Public Law 94—
496, sipra the basic concept of reducing retired pay for SBP coverage
other than for children coverage was, "once. in, always in," Since the
law did not provide for termination of such reduction in pay in the
event an elected beneficiary predeceased the member. The italic
sentence of subsection 1452 (a) removed that restriction by perniitting
such termination for "any month in which there. is no eligible SI)Ol
beneficiary."

Charges for SBP coverage are assessed on a montl1ly basis and for
the whole month, there being no legal authority for subdividing a
month. It is our view that the existence of an elected beneficiary on
the first day of that month governs the coverage costs to be charged for
the whole month. Thus, if a member had initially elected spouse cov
erage, so long as lie had an eligible spouse beneficiary on the first day
of a niontli, then for SBP coverage charge piirpose the full reduc
tion in retired pay for that coverage would he require(l for that month.

As the foregoing relates to the Peniston case, lie received a divorce
in July 1976, prior to the October 1, 1976, effective date of Public Law
94496. $upra. See H.R. Rep. No. 94—1458 Part 1, 94th (1ong.. 2d Sess.
9(1976). Thus, October 1, 1976, became the first day of the earliest
month in which lie had no "eligible spouse beneficiary" for the piir
poses of the last. sentence. of 10 V.S.C. 1452(a), supra., and the Finance
Center's action to refund monthly SBP costs of spouse coverage hegin
ning with that month was correct. In the Burrough case. the divorce
became. effective on December 3. 1976. Since the member had an eligible
SOUSC beneficiary on December 1, 1976, such month reniame(l a month
for which his retired pay was to be. reduced for spouse coverage pur
poses. Therefore, January 1977 became the first month in which he
had no "eligible spouse beneficiary" and the Finance Center's action
to refund his SI3P costs for spouse coverage for T)ecember 1977 was
improper and is to be recovered.

Question b. asks in effect:
When there is no longer an eligible spouse beneficiary 1)ecallSC Of

death or divorce of the spouse, should the additional cost for child
coverage be recomputed on the basis of "children only" coverage? If
the. answer is in the affirmative, should that. cost be recomputed based
on the. age of the member and youngest child as of the. date of initial
entry into the Plan, or based on their ages at some other date?

As it relates to this question. 10 F.S.C. 1452 provides in part:
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(a) Except as provided in subsection (b), the retired or retainer pay of a
person to whom section 1448 of this title applies * * who has a spouse and k
dependent child shall be reduced each month by an amount equal to 21/2 percent
of the first $300 of the base amount plus 10 percent of the remainder of the base
amount. As long as there is an eligible spouse and a dependent child, that
amount shall be increased by an amount prescribed under regulations of the
Secretary of Defense. * * *

(b) The retired or retainer pay of a person to whom section 1448 of this title
applies who has a dependent child but does not have an eligible spouse, shall,
as long as he has an eligible dependent child, be reduced by an amount prescribed
under regulations of the Secretary of Defense.

The legislative history of these provisions recognized the existence
of greater statistical variables in the dependent children aspect of a
member's family regarding possible receipt of survivor benefits, than
would be experienced with a spouse beneficiary. The idea was expressed
generally that because of the multiplicity of factors -which would gov-
ern the prospect of annuities being paid to individuals in this class of
dependents, costs for such coverage were to be actuarially determined.
The Secertary of Defense was vested with the authority to determine
the costs and, under regulations, assess an appropriate charge.

Those regulations are contained in DOD Directive 1332.27, Janu-
ary 4, 1974. The actuarially determined charge is based on the cost
factors applicable to the Retired Serviceman Family Protection Plan
(RSFPP), as is stated in part in Chapter 5 of the Directive:

501. Reduction in Retired Pay
* * * * * * *

b. Spouse and eligible children. The cost for providing an annuity when there
is a spouse and eligible children shall be 21/2% of the first $300 of the base amount,
plus 10% of the remaining base amount, plus au actuarial charge based on the
difference between cost factors under RSFPP, Option 1 and 3, in effect Septem-
ber 20, 1972. * * *

c. Children only (no eligible spouse). The cost for providing an annuity when
there are eligble children, but no eligible spouse, shall be based on the cost factors
under RSFPP, Option 2, in effect September 20, 1972. * * *

When, pursuant to the 1976 amendment to the law, reduction of a
member's retired pay is terminated because there no longer is an
eligible spouse beneficiary, spouse coverage also terminates upon the
occurrence of the event. Thus, where spouse and children coverage had
been elected, upon the loss of an eligible spouse beneficiary, "children
only" coverage would remain. In order to maintain the actuarial
basis of the charge for that coverage, in view of the fact that the cost
of such such coverage is significantly higher due to the increased pro-
bability that an annuity would be payable to this class of dependents,
recoinpiitation of such coverage would be required. Therefore, the
first part of question b. is answered in the affirmative.

As to the second part of question b., it was previously noted that
the concept of children coverage, either alone or a combination with
spouse coverage, was to be made on an actuarial basis. The basis upon
which the cost of such coverage is established is in part the relationship

279—723 0 — 79 — 7
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of the ages of the member and his children at the time such coverege
was initially established. We see no basis for not applying the same
rule here. It is our view, therefore, that the cost should be recomputed
based on the age of the member and the youngest child as of the first
date following the date of the loss of the previously covered eligible
spouse beneficiary, or October 1, 1976, whichever is later, using the
age of the member and the youngest child as of that date.

As question b. relates to the Peniston case, the date to be used for
"children only" coverage recomputation would be October 1, 1976,
since that is the earliest first date recognizable under the law for this
purpose. Regarding the Burrough case, since the divorce was granted
on December 3, 1976, the following day, December 4, 1976, became
the first day of "children only" coverage; therefore, that date is to be
used for recomputation purposes.

Question c. asks in effects:
After the reduction in retired pay for spouse coverage is terminated

because of death or divorce of the spouse and the member remarries,
what is the correct effective date for effecting the new reduction in re—
tired pay for spouse coverage where no child is born prior to the first.
anniversary date of the remarriage?

In 56 Comp. Gen. 1022, su/n'a, we considered the question of re-
sumption of reduction in retired pay for spouse coverage in post-
election remariages. After analyzing section 1(5) (A) (ii) of Public
Law 94—496, supra, 10 U.S.C. 1452(a) (ii), we expressed the view
that since that amendatory language focused squarely on the concept
of eligible spouse beneficiary for termination purposes, until a spouse
on remarriage qualified as an eligible spouse by satisfying theY earlier
of the conditions stipulated in 10 U.S.C. 1447, retired pay reductions
for spouse coverage would not resume.

As previously stated, all elected coverages are paid for on a monthly
basis. We do not believe that the law, as amended, intended or con-
templated that a participating member would have, to pay for cover-
age for the month where on the first day of a month there is no one
in a class of potential beneficiaries who could receive the benefit. We.
believe t.hat the propriety of charging for a particular coverage must
be based on the beneficiary status in being on the first of any month,
for that month. Therefore, in answer to question c., it is our view that
reduction in retired pay for spouse coverage is not to be resumed until
the first of the month following the date that the spouse upon re-

marriage attains eligible spouse beneficiary status, unless, of course,
such date is on the first of a month, in which case appropriate
charges are to be made for that month.

In the Penisthn case, the first. anniversary date of his remarriage
was August 6, 1977, and, thus, became the date his spouse first quali-
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fled as his eligible spouse beneficiary. Since he did not have an
"eligible spouse beneficiary" on August 1, 1977, spouse coverage
charges were not to be assessed that month. Therefore, resumption of
reduction of his retired pay for spouse coverage should have been
made effective on September 1, 1977, rather than on August 1, 1977,
as was done. Appropriate refund adjustment should be made in the
member's account.

Question d. asks in effect:
If the member remarries and no additional child is acquired by that

marriage, should the recomputed cost of child coverage be further
recomputed? If the answer is in the affirmative, what is the correct
combination of ages for recomputing the SBP cost?

As was stated in connection with question b., children coverage was
congressionally mandated to be actuarially determined. Thus, in view
of the multiplicity of variable factors which would govern receipt of
benefits by members of this class and in view of the fact that the cost
of "children only" coverage is significantly higher than it otherwise
would be with the interposition of an eligible spouse beneficiary, then
it is our view that there should be further recomputation at that time.

With respect to the second part of question d., it is our view that in
order to maintain the actuarial basis, the cost should be recomputed
based on the age of the youngest child and the ages of the member
and new spouse on the date that such spouse qualified as an eligible
spouse beneficiary since that is the date of the change of status dis-
cussed in question c. above.

In the Peniston case, that recomputation (late would be August 6,
1977.

Question e. asks in effect:
If a member subsequently remarries and no additional child is

acquired by the remarriage, what is the date for effecting the reduc-
tion in retired pay for the further recomputed cost for "spouse and
child" coverage?

Since SBP costs are charged for the month of coverage based upon
a member's beneficiary status on the first of a month, unless the first
anniversary of the remarriage happened to occur on the first day of a
month, such further recomputed costs are to be charged effective the
first day of the month following such change of coverage status. In
the Peniston case, that would be September 1, 1977.

(B—192242]

Contracts—Federal Supply Schedule—Requirements Contracts—
Breach of Contract Allegation
Nonmandatory user of Federal Supply Service (FSS) schedule contract cannot
be held to have breached FSS schedule Contract solely because it purchases more
of item from one contractor than another contractor which has lower price.
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Contracts—Federal Suppy Schedule—Requirements Contracts—
Administrative Discretion
General Services Administration provides FSS schedule contracts as primary
source of supply for all agencies, with certain exceptions. However, it is using
agency that is responsible for making determination of which pro(1,ut vill
satisfy minimum needs at lowest cost. Contracts do not contain promises or
guarantees as to volume of sales and, therefore, there cannot be breach of con-
tract on part of GSA.

In the matter of McClane Enterprises, September 25, 1978:
McClane Enterprises (McClane) has coniplained to our Office with

respect to an alleged breach of contract by both the Department of
Agriculture. Forest Service (Agriculture), and the General Services
Administration, Federal Supply Service (GSA).

This apparent claim for breach of contract concerns contract No.
(iS- -lOS- 40749 (—40749), issued by GSA, for tree-marking paint for
the period of July 1, 1977, to June 31, 1978.

Oii May 25, 1977, McClane was awarded multiple-award contract
—40749 to sell tree-marking paint to "all departments and independent
establishments, including wholly owned Government Corporations in
the executive branch of the Federal Government (except the TT.S.
Pcctal Service, Department of Agikulture and Veterans Adininis-
tration) * in 8uch quantitic m may be meded to fill (inj
nient determined in accordance with currently applicable l)iiU-
ment and supply procedures." [Italic supplied.] It must be noted that
the specific exclusion of Agriculture (lid not preclude McClaiie from
soliciting orders from Agriculture. Rather, such exclusion only meant
that Agriculture was not a mandatory user of the Federal 5iippiy
Service (FSS) schedule contract.

McClane states that its bid was based on the 1976--1977 volume of
tree-marking paint purchases amounting to approximately $1,800,000.
Additionally, McClane advises that it expended large sums of money
to establish its quoted price, to advertise and send catalogues and price
lists to the various Government agencies and in preparation of its an-
ticipation of a large volume of orders. McClane asks how approxi-
inately $434,000 of the tree-marking paint produced by The Nelson
Paint Co. (Nelson), which is priced higher than McClane's, can be
ordered disregarding MeClane's contract. McClane's position appears
to be that since it only received orders amounting to approxiniittely
$1,000, for the period of July 1, 1977, to February 2, 1978, well below
the 1976—1977 volume figures upon which its quote was based and the
amount of Nelson's orders. both GSA and Agriculture breached con-
tract —40749.

It is our view that there was no breach of contract by Agriculture.
MeClane's contract, as stated above, specifically excludes Agriculture
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as a mandatory user under contract —40749. Consequently, Agriculture
cannot be held to have breached the instant contract solely because it
purchased more tree-marking paint from Nelson while, essentially,
excluding McClane's product, which has a lower price. Additionally,
the record discloses that Agriculture uses the Nelson paint in areas
where timber trespass (tree stealing) is a problem. Agriculture advises
that the Nelson paint contains a tracer element which is exclusively
identified to Agriculture and, therefore, is the significant element in
any timber trespass prosecution.

Agriculture has informally advised our Office that it does not have
procurement regulations-applicable to the instant situation since all of
the orders are being placed pursuant to the authority of a GSA con-
tract. Also, we note that a majority of the orders placed for Nelson
paint are under $500. However, Agriculture does admit that some
orders greater than $500 are placed, but they come under its agency-
wide justification permitting payment of a higher price for tree-mark-
ing paint which contains a tracer element that satisfies Agriculture's
minimum need (admissibility in a court of law). Accordingly, Agri-
culture's procedures in this instance are consistent with the Federal
Property Management Regulations (FPMR) 101—26.408—2 (1977)
which was incorporated in the contract by reference and provides:

Each purchase of more than $500 per line item made from a multiple-award
schedule by agencies required to use these schedules shall be made at the lowest
delivered price available under the schedule unless the agency fully justifies the
purchase of a higher priced item. Purchases costing $500 or less per line item
should also be made at the lowest delivered price under the schedule; however,
justification for the purchase of higher priced items is not required. Agencies not
required to use schedules, but which choose to do so, are apprised of the advisa-
bility of fully justifying purchases costing more than $500 per line item when the
items are not the lowest priced available on the schedule.

With respect to the alleged breach of contract by GSA, we are of the
opinion that no breach has been committed. GSA annually enters into
a multitude of FSS schedule contracts. See 41 C.F.R. 101—26.401, et
seq. (1977). These contracts provide for the contractor to furnish the
item called for upon the issuance of a purchase order by a Federal
agency against the contract. Many of these schedule contracts are
mandatory for use by Federal agencies. 41 C.F.R. 101—26.401—1

(177). Others are optional for use. 41 C.F.R. 101—26.401—5 (1977).
Fnder the FSS program, term multiple-award contracts, usually 1 year
in duration, for an indefinite quantity of a specific item are awarded
to all offerors with whom satisfactory terms and discounts can be
negotiated. Once the contract is awarded, it is listed in the Federal
Supply Schedule. Then, each agency receives the schedule which
enables it to order directly from the contractor. GSA advises that,
under the multiple-award program, it awards a number of contracts
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for tree-marking paint, each covering a different line of products.
Therefore, GSA emphasizes that performance capability of the prod-
ucts is important in addition to the price. Also, GSA adds that the
volume of sales of any product is dependent on the needs of the usilig
agencies and the effectiveness of the product in satisfying those needs.

In the instant case, contract —40749 was mandatory except for certain
agencies which are set forth above. The contract was one of a number
of tree-marking paint FSS contracts. While GSA provided the con—
tracts as the primary source for tree-marking paint for all agencies,
each agency was responsible for determining which among the listed
products will satisfy its minimum needs at the lowest cost. Agriculture.
without any input from GSA, made a determination with respect to
the Nelson paint and proceeded to purchase the product. In addition,
a review of the contract reveals that GSA made no promise or guaran-
tee to McClane with respect to what volume of sales could he expected
by McClane. Accordingly, we must conclude that there was no breach
of contract on the part of GSA.

As a final note, we should point out that, under this type of situation,
it is conceivable that an offeror could enter into the FSS program, he.
awarded a contract and properly receive no sales for the full term of
the contract. The "Estimated Requirements" clause in the solicitation
upon which the immediate contract was based stated specifically:

* * * No guarantee is given that any quantities will be purchased. * * * [Italic
in solicitation.]

Based on the foregoing, McClane's claim for breach of contract is
denied.

(B—164378]

Compensation—Rates——Overseas Dependents School System—
Public Law 86—91—Implementation
Individuals who "opted out" of plaintiff-class in March v. United States, 506 F.2d
1306 (D.C. Cir. 1974), may be paid backpay in accordance with the court's inter-
pretation of Public Law 89—391. However, since these claims are being allowed
administratively, and not under March, the statute of limitations contained in 31
U.S.C. 71a applies to limit recovery where applicable.

Claims—Attorneys' Fees—Authority
Counsel for plaintiff-class in March v. United States, 506 F.2d 1306 (D.C. Cir.
1974), is not entitled to be paid the 2 percent counsel fee awarded to him In March,
when the claims of individuals who "opted out" of March are paid administra-
tively. The rule that a party who creates or protects a "common fund" is entitled
to counsel fees is not controlling here since the claimants herein are barred from
recovery from the fund that counsel created in March.

In the matter of Liewellyn Lieber, et aL—backpay, September 26,
1978:

This decision is in response to claims for backpay filed by Dr. Liewel-
lyn Lieber, Ms. Elizabeth Dozier Filosa, and Ms. Aida M. Guevarra,
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all of whom elected not to be members of the plaintiff-class in March
v. United States, 506 F.2d 1306 (D.C. Cir. 1974). In our decision iI[atter
of Liewellyn Lieber, B—164378, April 28, 1976, we decided several other
claims asserted by Dr. Lieber and stated that her claim for ba.ckpay
would be decided at a future date when all of the necessary reports had
been received. It was also necessary for various other issues that arose
during the implementation of the March judgment to be resolved be-
fore we could finally decide the claims presented herein.

The specific issue presented is the same issue as was presented in
i]Iareh, supra, i.e., whether the salaries and benefits of teachers in the
Department of 1)efense (DOT)) Overseas Dependents Schools were
being correctly computed. This controversy began with the passage of
the Defense Department Overseas Teachers Pay and Personnel Prac-
tices Act, Pub]ic Law 86—91, July 17, 1959, 73 Stat. 213, 20 U.S. Code
901 note. Section 5(c) of the Act (20 U.S.C. 903(c)) established the
manner in which teachers' salaries were to be calculated, by providing
that:

The Secretary of each military department shall fix the rates of basic compen-
sation of teachers and teaching positions in his military department in relation
to the rates of basic compensation for 8imilar positions in the United States but
no such rate of basic compensation so fixed shall exceed the highest rate of basic
compensation for similar positions of a comparable level of duties and responsi-
bilities under the municipal government of the District of Columbia. [Italic
supplied.]

The manner in which the DOI) was implementing this section was
challenged in the courts. In the leading case on the point, Crawford v.
United States, 376 F.2d 266 (Ct. Cl. 1967), cert. denied 389 U.S. 1041
(1968), the procedures established by the DOD were upheld. On that
basis, in our decision of April 28, 1976, to Dr. Lieber, we susthined the
denial of her claim for backpay to April 14, 1966.

The provisions establishing the pay-setting procedures were
amended by Public Law 89—391., April 14, 1966, 80 Stat. 117, so that
in its present form, 20 U.S.C. 903(c) (1970), it provides that:

The Secretary of each military department shall fix the basic compensation for
teachers and teaching positions in his military department at rates equal to the
average of the range of rates of basic compensation for similar positionS of a
comparable level of duties and responsibilities in urban school jurisdictions in
the United States of 100,000 or more population. [Italic supplied.]

The policies and procedures established under this amended section
were also challenged in the courts.

The Court of Claims in an action brought by Mr. Rocco A. Trecosta,
appearing pro se, again upheld the procedures being used by the DOD.
Trecosta v. United States, 194 Ct. Ci. 1025 (1971). The court decided
that ease on cross-motions for summary judgment, issuing a brief order
which provided, in pertinent part, that:

Plaintiff contends that the express terms of Public LawNo. 89—391 (i.e., "com-
pensation * * * at rates equal to * * * ") proscribe the use of "last years" salary
rates as a basis for computation of current year salary requirements for overseas
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teachers. The legislative history of Public Law No. 89—391 clearly establishes that
(Yon grass intended no modification of the compensation forñiula which had been
previously ado pleAt by the Department of Defense regniation to implement Public
Law No. 86-01. To the contrary, the amendment by Public Law No. 80 301 em-
braced this basic design and sought to make itS implementation mandatory rot hijr
than discretionary. The ultimate purçose of the new law was to eliminate the
restrictive effects of the per pupil limitation, and thereby insure that teachers in
the Department of Defense overseas program would receive salary increases crnn-
parable to those paid teachers in specified urban jurisdictions, whenever (1rC1I11i
stances so warranted. Although Congress was fully cognizant of past Department
procedure with respect to the salary year upon which the comparative standard
was based, no action was taken and no change contemplated. In any event, recog-
nizing the complex budgetary considerations for which the I)epartment of I)efcnse
is held strictly accountable, it cannot he said that this standard is arbitrary or
clearly wrong. Therefore, plaintiff is not entitled to recover * * * [Ihtlk
supplied.]

The 1)01) pay-setting procedures were next considered in if arch v.
nited States, 506 F.2d 1306 (I).C. Cir. 1974). The Court of Appeals
held that the procedures used by the 1)01) in implementing Public Law
89—391 were not proper in several respects and further, reversing the
District Court, held that the Overseas Teachers were entitled to money
damages. The case was remanded to the United States I)istrict, (1ourt
for the 1)istrict of Columbia, where a judgment was entered on .June 30.
1975. That judgment provided, in paragraph 1(1)), that:

"Plaintiffs" shall mean all ODS teachers with the exception of Rocco A. Pro-
costa, Aida M. Guevarra, LIewellyn Lieber and Elizabeth B. Dozier.

In the "Notice of Pendency of Class Action" that was ordered pub-
lished in )lfai'ch, paragraph 1 provides in pertinent part, that

The Court will exclude you from the class if you request exclusion in writing
on or before the 1st day of April, 1972. Persons who request exclusion will not be
entitled to share in the benefits of the judgment if it is favorable th the plaintiffs,
and will not he bound by the judgment rendered in this case if it is adverse to the
Plaintiffs.

1)r. Lieber, Ms. Guevarra, and Ms. Dozier Filosa all "opted out"- —they
elected not to be members of the plaintiff-class.

We note that in her claim Ms. 1)ozier Filosa stated that she (lid not
know the basis for exempting her from the plaintiff-class. In light of
that statement we requested that the 1)epartment of Justice provide us
with a copy of Ms. Dozier Filosa's request for exclusion from the plain-
tiff-class. We were given a certified copy of a letter (hated March 17,
1972, on the stationery of the ,Joshua l3arney Elementary School
(Gaeta), U.S. Naval Support Activity 1)etachment, addressed to
Clerk, U.S. District Court for the 1)istrict of Columbia, stating:

1. Elizabeth B. Dozier wishes exclusion from the case of VIRGINIA .1. MAR(YII,
t al., v. VNITED STATES.

The letter was signed Elizabeth B. Dozier, Principal. Based upon the
terms of the judgment entered in March and this letter, we ho]d that
on the record Elizabeth 1)ozier Filosa requested exchision and was ex-
cluded from membership in the plaintiff-class in March v. United
States, supra.
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By the terms of the judgment and the "Notice of Pendency of Class
Action," none of the three claimants herein may share in the recovery
granted in March. The general rule is stated in Sarasota Oil Co. v.
Greyhound Leasing Financial Corp., 483 F.2c1 450 (10 Cir. 1973),
that potential class members who "opt out" may not share in the class
recovery. Therefore, if Dr. Lieber, Ms. Guevarra, and Ms. Dozier
Filosa are to recover, an independent basis for that recovery must be
found.

In determining whether there is an independent basis for allowing
the claims presented here, it must be remembered that it has long
been the position of our Office that decisions of the Court of Claims,
Courts of Appeal, and other courts inferior to the United States
Supreme Court, are persuasive but not binding upon this Office ex-
cept in cases involving the same claimants as in the court decisions.
See B—165571, June 1, 1972, and cases cited therein.

We have reviewed both Treco8ta and March, and have examined
the statutory provisions themselves. We believe that the change in the
pay setting mandate from salaries computed " * * in relation to
the rates of basic compensation for similar positions," under Public
Law 86—91, to salaries computed * * at rates equal to the average
of the range of rates of basic compensation for similar positions,"
under Public Law 89—391, demonstrates a substantial change in con-
gressional intent. The opinion of the Court of Appeals in Marc/i
is very complete in its analysis of the statute itself and the legislative
history. Because the analysis of the Court of Appeals is so complete,
we will not repeat it here. However, we find the March decision
persuasive and hereby adopt the conclusions reached by the Court of
Appeals on all points. Consequently, we find that Dr. Lieber, Ms.
Guevarra, and Ms. Dozier Filosa are entitled to recover the same
salaries and benefits awarded to the members of the plaintiff-class
in March, with the limitations set forth below.

The statute of limitations applicable to claims such as the March
claims brought against the United States in the district courts is found
in 28 U.S.C. 2401 (1970) and is 6 years. Since March was filed in
1970 and Public Law 89—391 was effective on April 14, 1966, no mem-
ber of the plaintiff-class has had his or her claim truncated by the
statute of limitations. For claims that are adm:inistratively deter-
mined by this Office, the applicable time limitation is found in 31
U.S.C. 'Tla (Supp. V, 1975), and is also 6 years. That limitation
may be tolled oniy by filing a claim with this Office and filing with
the agency concerned is not sufficient. Since the three claims that are
under consideration herein are all being decided administratively,
separate and apart from March, we must determine when each of the
three claims for backpay was first received in this Office.
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In our prior decision on Dr. Lieber's various claims, Matte" of
Lieweilyn Lieber, B—164378, April 28, 1976, we detailed the history
of her claims for backpay. She first asserted her claim to the General
Accounting Office under Public Law 86—91 in 1965, and reasserted her
claim under both applicable statutes in March 1971. Therefore, Dr.
Lieber's claim is allowed for the period from the effective (late of
Public Law 89—391, April 14, 1966, until the end of the 1974-4975
school year, as it is our understanding that the DOD implemented
J[areh on a current basis beginning in the fall of 1975.

The first record we have of an assertion of a backpay claim by Ms.
Guevarra is in a letter received here on September 4, 1975. Applying
our 6-year statute of limitations means that Ms. Guevarra's claim
may be paid from September 4, 1969, to the cml of the 1974 1975
school year. Ms. Dozier Filosa's claim was received here on April
21, 1976, theref ore her claim may be paid from April 21, 1970, to the
end of the 1974—1975 school year. However, even though the iunounts
that these two claimants may recover are so limited, the backpay
computation should be done for the entire period so that each c1aiin
ant will be placed in the proper step on the salary tables, which i
necessary to compute the proper amount of backpay for the allow-
able period.

While these claims were pending, counsel for the plaintiff-class
in Jlarch, Isaac N. Groner, Esq., of Cole and Groner, asserted a clami
on his own behalf for the assessment of the same percent coimsel
fee he was allowed in the I1nch judgment against any claims we
might allow administratively. Mr. Groner's argument in support of
his claim is set out below:

Well established is the legal principle that one who has created or even pre-
served a fund for the benefit of a group may recover attorney fees from that
fund. That principle has recently been reiterated by the Supreme Court. Alycska
Pipeline Service Co. v. TVilderneis Society, 421 U.S. 240, 95 S. Ct. 1612, 1621
1622 (1975) ; and cases cited therein. "To allow the others to obtain full hem'-
fit from the plaintiff's efforts without contributing equally to the litigation
expenses would be to enrich the others unjustly at the pl&4ntiff's expense."
.11 V. Elcetru' Auto-Lite Company, 396 U.S. 375, 392 (1970). 'Having been
benefited by appellee's [the attorney's] pioneering work, the appellants [who
had no relationship with him or other than as beneficiaries of his i,rofessional
labors] should hear part of the burden of compensating him therefore." Fisk-c
v. Wallace, 117 F. 2d 149, 151 (8th Cir. 1941).

Although no identifiable fund was created in Marh, in a similar
situation the right to attorney's fees was sustained. National Tr'anuiy
Ji'mployees IJn,om v. Nixon, 521 F. 2d 317 (D.C. Cir. 1975). how-
ever, as we have already held above, none of the claimants herein have
any entitlement under JIam'k, and thus they can receive no benefit froiii
the. common fund that Mr. Groner's efforts helped to create. The de-
cision in JIai'eh v. United States, supra, has, at best, benefited these
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c]aimants through stare decisis, which is not sufficient to support an
award of counsel fees. Schleit v. British Overseas Airways Corpora-
tion, 410 F. 2d 261 (D.C. Cir. 1969). The limited nature of the ap-
plicability of March to the three claimants herein is emphasized by
the fact that two of the three will lose approximately half of their
entitlement because of the application of our statute of limitations.
Therefore, Mr. Groner is not entitled to receive counsel fees from these
claimants because of his efforts to create a common fund.

We know of no other legal basis for allowing Mr. Groner's claim
for attorney's fees, and, although Mr. Groner cites principles of faii-
ness and decency, such principles are not sufficient to overcome the
general rule that the employment and compensation of an attorney
is a matter between the client and the attorney, absent some statu-
tory provision or agreement based upon a statutory provision. 49
Comp. Gen. 44 (1969). Accordingly, we must disallow Mr. Groner's
claim for attorney's fees, and no deduction for such fees shall be made
from the amounts to be paid to Dr. Lieber, Ms. Guevarra, and Ms.
Dozier Filosa.

In summary, settlement will be made in the arriount found due to
Dr. Liewellyn Lieber, Ms. Aida M. Guevarra, and Ms. Elizabeth
Dozier Filosa. In determining the amount due, these claimants shall
be given all of the applicable benefits granted to the members of the
plaintiff-class in March v. United States, supra, and the amounts shall
be calculated in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5596 (1976) and 5 C.F.R.
Part 550, Subpart H. Additionally, the applicable period of limita-
tion discussed above should be applied.

fB—191590]

Bids—Discarding All Bids—Cost Factors—Data, Rights, etc. Ac-
quisition—Not Provided for in Invitation
Failure of a solicitation to provide for specific acquisition of unlimited rights
in technical data is a 'compelling reason" to cancel an invitation for bids after
bids are opened where record supports procuriiig activity's determination that
award thereunder to low bidder would not serve actual needs of Government
because all cost factors to Government were not provided for in original solici-
tation.

Contracts—Data, Rights, etc.—Acquisition by Government—Un-
limited Rights—Justification Requirements-Military Procure-
ment
Where Navy met requirements for specific acquisition of unlimited data rights
(DAR 9—202.2(f) (1)) but was unable to determine whether anticipated net
savings would exceed acquisition cost of unlimited data rights until after bids
were received Navy had adequate justification to solicit for unlimited data
rights. Moreover, provision in solicitation for acquisition of unlimited data
rights as separate bid item was not objectionable and was consistent with pro-
curement regulation.
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Contracts—Protests—Procedures——Bid Protest Procedures—Time
for Filing—Solicitation Improprieties
I'rotester's contention that second solicitation's specific acquisition (If (IittLL
clause did iiot meet Government's actual needs involves an alleged impropriety
in the solicitation which was apparent prior to bid opening and since protester
first raised issue with agency after bid opening it is untimely raised under 4
('.F.R. 20.2(b) (1) (1977).

Contracts—Awards—Protest Pending—Agency Protest Procedure
Requirements—Agency's Noncompliance—Effect on Award Pro-
priety
Neither Naval Regional Procurement Office Instruction 4200.30B nor I)AR 2—
407.8(a) (1) requires that a written protest be responded to in writing prior to
award and since protest has been decided on its merits protester has not been
prejudiced by absence of written agency response to its protest concerning the
second solicitation prior to award.

Bids—Responsiveness——Discount Information
Insertion of the term "NET 10 PROXIMO" under the prompt payment discouIit
section of successful bidder's offer means "paymeat due 10th of next month"
and is construed merely as an indication that a discount is not offere(l rather
than as an exception to the IFB.

In the matter of Creative Electric, Inc., September 26, 1978:
Creative Electric, Inc. (Creative) protests the cancellation of invi-

tation for bids (IFB) N00123—77—B—0626 issued by the Naval Re-
gional Procurement Office (NRPO) at Long Beach, California and
the subsequent award under a second solicitation, IFB N0012378 13
0663. to the Bendix Corporation (Bendix).

This protest arises out of a two-step forznaUv advertised procure-
mont for automatic anemometer selection switches, a newly-developed
item which did not exist in the Navy inventory prior to this procure.
ment. Following technical evaluation of proposals submitted lmll(ler
step one, an invitation was issued to six acCel)table firms, including
time protester. Creative was the apparent iow bidder.

In the coue of the preaward survey, Creative's president informed
the preaward survey team that he, planned to complete I)r0(111(ti011 of
all assoeiate(l data prior to award of the contract and consequently
would deliver substantially all of the data with only limited rights.
This position was 'based on the provision in the solicitation concern-
ing data rights, entitled, "Rights in Technical I)ata and Computer
Software (1974 NOV)" (Defense Acquisition Regulation (1)AR)

7—104.9(a)).
All paIies agree that under this clause the Government would

acquire. unlimited rights only to data developed during the. contract
period as part of performance under the contract. Based on this
interpretation, the requiring activity concluded that the solicitation



Comp. Gen.] DECISIONS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 863

(lid not reflect the Government's minimum needs because in the cir-
cumstances it failed to provide for the necessary reprocurement data
package (i.e., unlimited rights in technical data).

Thereafter the solicitation was canceled and a new one was issued
reflecting mcreased quantities required and providing for the specific
acquisition of unlimited data rights. Pursuant to DAR 902.2(f) (1)
specific acquisition of unlimited data rights may not be effected unless
there is a clear need for reprocurement of the item, an alternative
design is unavailable, the data as acquired would enable other coin-
petent manufacturers to produce the item without the need for any
additional technical data (unless such additional data can be pur-
chased reasonably or is available through other economic means), and
the anticipated net savings in reprocurements would exceed the cost
of acquisition.

In this case, the Navy determined that automatic anemometer selec-
tion switches would be reprocured, that because of their function all
switches must be identical (alternate design unsuitable), and that by
purchasing unlimited data rights the switches could be competitively
reprocured from other competent manufacturers without the need for
additional technical data. Navy determined that unlimited data rights
were necessary to facilitate logistic support of the item and to obtain
maximum competition for anticipated follow-on procurements. The
Navy could not determine at the time it decided to solicit for un-
limited data rights whether the anticipated net savings would exceed
the acquisition cost of unlimited data rights but proposed to make
that determination after bids were received. Subsequently, Navy
determined that a savings would result if unlimited technical data
rights were acquired in the initial procurement. Although the pro-
tester disagrees with the agency's projected savings it does not con-
tend that the savings would be less than the acquisition cost of the
data. In our opinion the Navy had adequate justification for desiring
to solicit for unlimited data rights. Moreover, we see no basis to object
to the Navy's determination after receipt of bids for the specific
acquisition of unlimited data rights that acquisition of such rights
would result in a net savings to the Government.

As to the method of acquiring unlimited rights in any limited
rights technical data the cited regulation allows acquisition either by
negotiation with an individual firm or by competition among several.
In our opinion, Navy's decision to acquire the data through a com-
petitive process in the initial procurement for the item rather than
by negotiation only with the contractor to be selected was appropri-
ate in tihe circumstances because, when feasible, the competitive process
more likely insures that the acquisition is made at a reasonable price.
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The question then is whether an existing solicitation I)ro1xrly could
be canceled after opening to acquire the data in a competitive manner.
In this connection DAR 2—404.1 generally requires that there he a
compelling reason to reject all bids and cancel an invitation after
bids are opened. Cancellation is permitted if the invitation (loeS not
I)ro1(1e for consideration of all factors of cost to the (Iovernrnent
I)AR 2—404.1(b) (iv). Inasmuch as the specific acquisition of data
is justified we believe it is obvious that all cost factors to the Govern
ment were not provided for in the original solicitation and that the
cancellation was permissible for that reason.

Creative further argues that while the Navy jtistified cancellation
and resohicitation on the ground that the first solicitation did not
meet the Government's minimum needs for full data disclosure, the
Navy, in fact, does not view the acquisition of unlimited data rights
as a requirement but rather as an "added item that will be I)r(1th1
only if economically justifiable." In this connection we note that under
PAR 9—202.2(f) (1) the acquisition of unlimited rights in technical
data is required to be stated in the contract schedule as a separate
item and must be separately priced. This methodology does not, in
our opinion, lessen the perceived need for the data.

The protester also questions whether the solicitation's specific
acquisition of data clause would effect "full data disclosure." how-
ever, this question involves an alleged impropriety in the solicitation
which was apparent prior to bid opening and therefore should have
been protested to the agency or to this Office prior to hid opening, as
i)rovided in our bid protest procedures. See 4 C.F.R. .20.2(1)) (1)
(1977). The protester first raised this issue with the agency after bid
opening and, we therefore consider it untimely raised.

In its protest Creative also alleges that the award to Bendix was
illegal because it was made before the agency responded in writing to
its protest to the agency concerning the second solicitation. In support
of its position the protester refers to Naval Regional Procurement
Office Instruction 4200.30B, an internal Navy instruction for handling
protests. This instruction and PAR 2-407.8 (a) (1) require that a
written protest be responded to in writing. however, neither the above
instruction nor the cited regulation requires that a written response be
made prior to award. Moreover, we have denied the protest on its
merits and the protester, therefore, was not prejudiced by the absence
of a written agency response prior to award.

Finally, the protester questions the responsiveness of Bendix's hid
under the second solicitation. Creative suggests that Bendix took ex-
ception to the invitation by inserting the term "NET 10 PROXIMO"
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under the prompt payment discount section of its offer. The Navy has
responded as follows:

The term NET 10 PROXIMO means payment due 10th of the next month. This
was interpreted by NEPO as meaning "No prompt payment discount." No prompt
payment discount is noted on the contract award. The inclusion or exclusion of a
prompt payment discount has no impact on the responsiveness of a bid. Solicita-
tion Instruction and Conditions (SF 33A), paragraph 9 merely advises bidders
that prompt payment discounts of less than 20 calendar days will not be con-
sidered in evaluation of the bid but that said discounts will be taken if payment
is made within the discount period.

We agree withthe Navy that the insertion of words to the effect that
payment is due by the 10th of the next month in the space provided
on the Government's Standard Form 33 for indicating any prompt
payment discount should be construed merely as an indication that a
discount is not offered.

Accordingly, we find no basis to object to the Navy's determination
to cancel and readveitise under a revised solicitation.

(B—191037]

Contracts—Protests-—Timeliness—--Basjs of Protest—Date Made
Known to Protester—Doubtful
Protest against sOle-source procurements is timely since doubt as to date on
which protester knew or should have known protest basis is resolved in favor of
protester in absence of objective evidence to contrary.

Government Printing Office—Revolving Fund—Automatic Data
Processing Equipment, etc. Procurement
Rule that contracts executed and supported by fiscal year appropriations may only
be made within period of obligation availability and must concern bona fide need
arising within the period of that availability is not applicable to procurement
by Government Printing Office from revolving fund specifically exempted from
fiscal year limitation.

Contracts—Negotiation——Minimum Needs—Selection Process—Not
Prejudicial—Market Survey Utilization
Protester was not prejudiced by agency's failure to contact protester directly
during conduct of market survey since protestor's equipment did not meet
agency's mandatory requirements.

Contracts—Negotiation—Competition—Prior Delivery Require-
ment
Requirement for prior delivery of disc system is not unreasonable method of as-
certaining reliability where time for procurement is short and information pro-
vided is used to contact current users of system and establish viability based on
their comments.

Contracts—Negotiation—Competition—Source Selection—Exclu.
sion of Other Firms—Market Survey, etc. Adequacy
Failure in market survey to provide details of requirements to potential vendor
is not unreasonable in view- of time constraints, primary reliance on technical
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literature and agency contacts, and contacts with General Services Adnnnistia-
tion which should have been able to provide expert advice on both market place
and equipment.

Contracts-.—Negotiation—Sole.Source Basis—Determination and
Findings—One Known Source—Propriety of Determination
Protest against sole-source awards is denied where agency performed L(le(1Uittt
market survey and record establishes that awardees were only knowi: firms with
equipment capable of meeting agency's requirements.

In the matter of Memorex Corporation, September 27, 1978:

By letter of January 5, 1978, Memorex Corporation protest4 the
award by the Government Printing Office (GPO) of two contracts
negotiated on a sole-source basis. Memorex protests the award to Stor-
age Technology Corporation (STC) of a purchase order for a 2•year
lease of disc drives and related equipment and the award to (1()MTEN
for rental of a communications control unit for a period of at least 11
months.

GPo challenges this protest as untimely under our Bid Protest
Procedures, 4 C.F.R. 20.2(h) (2) (1978), which require that protests
be filed with either GAO or the awarding agency within 10 days after
the basis for protest is known or should have been known, whichever
is earlier. GPo contends that Memorex was informed by telephone on
October 20, 1977, of the award to STC, and informed by letter (litted
November 15, 1977, that its then-installed control unit had been re-
placed by a COMTEN unit, yet did not file a protest with that agency
until January 4, 1978. GPO further contends that Memorex did not
request documents relating to the procurements until T)ec4mnlwr l5
1977, subsequent to inquiring how to obtain such documentation at a
meeting held on I)ecenmber 1.

Memorex alleges that it did not learn of either award until around
November 17, and that all earlier telephone conversations with GPo
were simply discussions of whether GPO had a requirement for equip
ment. Memorex claims that its representatives met with representa-
tives of GPO within 1 week of the November 17 notice and qUeStiOfle(l
the awards. Memorex further alleges that at this meeting it requested
GPO to provide, it with copies of the contracts and sole-source deter-
mninations, which G1'O promised to provide but did not provide until
1)ecember 16, following a written request filed by Memorex under the
Freedom of Information Act. Meniorex contends that it had no basis
for protest until it received these documents and became aware of the
alleged improprieties they reveal. Memorex then lodged an oral I)lO-
test with GPO less than 1 week after receipt of the requested docu-
muents on December 16.
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As stated in Anpex Corpo'ration, B—190529, March 16, 1978, 78—1
CPD 212, * We have held that any doubt as to the date on which
knowledge was or should have been obtained as to a protest basis should
be resolved in favor of the protester, absent objective evidence refuting
its assertions." While there has been considerable dispute between
Memorex and GPO concerning this issue, we believe the Memorex pro-
test is timely. Memorex has protested the sole-source awards on the
basis that it believes Memorex is capable of fulfilling the requirements
set forth by GPO in its Determinations and Findings. The protester
could not have known the contents of these documents, and conse-
quently the bases of its protest, prior to receiving thenI on December
16. Since Memorex protested to GPO within 10 days of this date and
protested to GAO within 10 days of GPO's denial of its protest, we
consider the protest timely filed. See 4 C.F.R. 20.2(a), supra.

The GPO advises that these two procurements were the result of an
effort to satisfy GPO's growing electronic data processing (EDP)
needs through the acquisition of expanded disc storage capacity and an
enhanced telecommunications capability. The GPO determined to pro-
cure a communications control unit (CCU) capable both of supporting
its then-current system configuration, serviced by a Memorex 1270,
and of meeting its projected telecommunications needs for the next 5
years. Mandatory requirements for the CCTJ were established on the
basis of fulfilling both of these needs. Mandatory requirements for the
additional disc storage were established on the basis of eurrent needs.
We will concern ourselves here only with those requirements to which
Memorex has taken objection or which otherwise re necessary for
our decision.

Furthermore, it is incumbent upon us in examining this mattei to
weigh the competitive effects of GPO's actions in its conduct of these
procurements. Competition is the required norm foi. Federal procure-
ments and we require that interested firms be provided a fair oppor-
tunity to participate where circumstances permit. We consider the
failure to provide such an opportunity to be an improper prequali-
flcation. General Electrodynamics Corporation—Reconsideration, B—
190020, August 16, 1978, 78—2 CPD 121. Consequently, in our review
we must also consider whether in the circumstances present here the
GPO reasonab]y endeavored to promote competition and to afford
interested vendors an opportunity to participate.

We will first consider certain aspects peculiar to the CCTJ procure-
melt.

III evaluating its projected telecommunications needs, the GPO
established a mandatory requirement for the CCTJ to support both

279—723 0 — 79 — 8
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the IBM—SI)LC protocol, to which GPO anticipates conversion with-
in 5 years, and partitioned emulation processing (PEP) to Support
the current system while allowing Simultaneous testing of new soft-
ware. (PEP basically allows a new or replacement processor or device
to operate on software and controls tailored to another machine as
that machine would have done while also operating on new or con-
verted software tailored to the new machine.) In addition, GPO re
quired a turnkey system deliverable within 60 days to accommodate a
software development contract then underway and to utilize, idle in-
stalled equipment awaiting completion of that contract. The CCL was
also required to possess compatibility and a backup capability with
the COMTEN CCF's installed in other legislative branch El)P
systems.

After identifying its needs, the GPO states that it surveyed the
market for CCIJ's through a "review of technical periodicals pul)-
lished within the last year, review of technical literature of vendors,
conversations with communication equipment vendors currently on
GSA schedule and two vendors not on the schedule." Four systems, in-
eluding the Meinorex 1380, were identified as meeting GPO's require-
ments for support of the current system configuration of these, (1()M -
TEN's 3670—TI was identified as the only CCU capable of also niecting
all of GPO's piojected needs. It was GPO's assessment that the Mciii'
orex 1380 system under consideration would not support PEP, did
not meet GPOs requirements for IBM—SDLC protocol handling, and
that Memorex could not presently provide a turnkey system. In addi-
tion, GPO determined that Memorex's 1380 could not presently pro-
vide, the backup support and redundancy required of GPO with other
]egislative agencies utilizing the COMTEN CCU'.

Memorex objects to the fact that it was nevec contacted (luring
GPO's survey of CCIT vendors and contends that GPO's use of pro-
jected needs in the establishment of its mandatory requirements for a
CCC renders the sole-source procurement from COMTEN fatally
defective and illegal. In support of this latter contention, Memorex
cites a prior decision of this Office,, 37 Comp. Geri. 155 (195?), for the
proposition that. absent special statutory authority, an agency may not
make a contract for continuing needs beyond the bona fide needs of the
current fiscal year.

We note first that. Memorex has misinterpreted our decision. A cor-
rect summary of our holding in 37 Comp. Gen. 155, 81p1a. would lie
that an agency cannot by contract utilize funds authorized for expemi.
(hiture in one fiscal year to pay for needs occurring in other fiscal years,
or, as we stated: "Contracts executed and supported under authority
of fiscal year appropriations ' can only be made within the Perio(i
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of their obligation availability and must concern a bona fide need aris-
ing within such fiscal availability." Bitii'oug/is Corporation. 56 Comp.
Gen. 142, 153 (1976), 76—2 CPD 472, p. 17; see also Honeywell In-
formation Systeme, 56 Comp. Gen. 167 (1976), 76—2 CPD 475; 44
Comp. Gen. 399 (1965). The applicability of these decisions depends
on the nature of the funds supporting the contracts in question.

We note in this connection that GPO conducted this procurement
utilizing funds in the Government Printing Office Revolving Fund
authorized under the provisions of 44 U.S.C. 309 (1970), which pro-
vide in part that the fund is available without fiscal year limitation
for specified purposes. Title X of the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tion Act, 1977, Public Law 94—440, 90 Stat. 1459, authorized the GPO
to purchase, lease, maintain and otherwise acquire automatic data
processing equipment from these funds. We therefore believe that the
GPO could accomplish these particular procurements without regard
to fiscal year limitations and that the decision cited by Memorex is
inapplicable.

Secondly, we fail to see that Memorex was damaged by GPO's
failure to contact Memorex directly regarding the CCU procurement.
We previously have upheld sole-source awards based on niarket sur-
veys where the purpose of the survey was not to determine the exist-
ence of a company capable of developing equipment responsive to an
agency's minimum needs, but to determine whether such equipment
is already in existence and, if so, which companies can supply it. See
Jlarcrnont Corp., 55 Comp Gen. 1362 (1976), 76—2 CPD 181; Control
Data Corp., 55 Comp. Gen. 1019 (1976), 76—1 CPD 276. We think it
clear that this was GPO's purpose here, particularly in view of GPO's
stated objective to replace its then-current CCU as soon as possible.
In this connection, we note that Memorex has conceded that it could
riot meet all of GPO's mandatory requirements without additional
software development, and we fail to see the advantage to Memorex
to be gained by communicating this directly to GPO.

The procurement of additional disc drives and the related control
unit was undertaken to add 2.5 billion bytes of storage to GPO's sys-
tem to support applications being added during the 1978 fiscal year.
GPO's mandatory requirements for the disc system included a require-
ment for a system which had been delivered previously and which
could be delivered within 90 days from receipt of purchase order or
to coincide with the installation of GPO's new on-line systems. GPO's
requirement for prior delivery was premised on a need for proven
reliability. GPO surveyed the market through investigation of "the
DATAPRO Reports on computer equipment, numerous ADP tech-
nical periodicals, and personal contacts at other agencies, including
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GSA." Four vendors, including Memorex, were identified as having
satisfactory equipment, but only STC was identified as CaI)able of
meeting the delivery schedule 'and the requirement for prior delivery.
In this regard, GPO noted that Mernorex had never delivered a disc
system with its own model 3674 controller and that although the
Meinorex disc drives were deliverable with an IBM control unit, IBM
was quoting a 1-year delivery time. The GPO concluded, therefore,
that Memorex would be unable to meet its delivery requirements.

\1emorex disputes the propriety of the prior delivery requirement,
contending that it bears no rational relationship to reliability or any
other quality. The GPO requirements underlying the I)&F associated
with this procurement stress reliability as the justification for requir-
ing an "off-the-shelf" system.

'While, we agree with Memorex that a bare requirenient for irioi'
delivery is not the best means for determining that a system's relia
bility has been established, we do not think that this reading reflects
the actual intent and use of the requirement by GPO. The STC sole-
source justification states that current users were contacted and that
the disc system's viability was established through these contacts
rather than being implied from the mere fact of prior delivery. 'We
would find it difficult to suggest a better method of ascertaining a sys-
tem's operational reliability than by inquiry to users and, given
GPO's time constraints for this procurement, we cannot regard this
to he an unreasonable method of identifying users.

Memorex also contends that the market survey performed by GPo
on this procurement was both deficient and conducted in such a man
ncr as to be misleading. Regarding this latter point, Memoi'ex states
that in response to its inquiries, the GPO denied that it was conteni-
plating an imminent purchase of the disc drives and controller and
that Memorex therefore provided only general inforniation on its
disc system rather than responding to a specific requirement with de-
tailed information. Memorex argues that had it been advised of (fl)()
actual requirements, it could have demonstrated both its compliance
with the prior delivery requirement and its ability to deliver a disc
systeili within the required time constraints by combining the Mciii-
orex disc drives with an IBM 3830—2 control unit available through
an independent leasing company. Memorex has demonstrated to our
satisfaction that its disc drive has been delivered in this configura-
tion and that an IBM controller could have been obtained within the
time specified. We note 'also that Memorex advised the GPO that the
Meniorex disc drive and the IBM controller were compatible in its
written response to GPO's inquiry. However, as we noted above, the
GPo had been quoted a 1-year delivery time by IBM.



Comp. Gen.] DECISIONS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 871

Memorex contends that the only valid way to "survey" a market
is to issue a solicitation and in support of this proposition cites our
decision in 52 Comp. Gen. 987 (1973), in which we rejected sole-
source awards based on market surveys where we found "a proclivity
to sole-source awards under selection methods where 'unique' capa-
bilities are pointed to in justification for departures from the regula-
tory requirements for competitive negotiation." 52 Comp. Gen. 987,
8u/n'a. at 992. We concluded in that case that the contracting agency
had not endeavored to demonstrate that the awardee possessed unique
capabilities to the exclusion of all other interested firms, and we (le-
termined that there were in fact other interested companies that could
have bid for the contract.

\Ve think that the decision cited by Memorex is distinguishable
from the present case. \Ve note at the outset that the subject mattei
of our decision in 52 Comp. Gen. 987, supra. was a contract for the,
performance of a long-terni study involving for the purposes of com-
petitive evaluation what was essentially a subjective assessment of a
offeror's future ability to perform, whereas the procurement here in-
volves an assessment of present technical capability more susceptible
to objective evaluation. We note also that in the cited case the produl-
ing agency prequalified the awardee without making an effort to iden-
tify possible competitors, while in the present matter the GPO under-
took to survey the market and to identify the equipment able to meet
its needs.

%Thi1e a close question, we do not believe that the market surveys
undertaken by the GPO in connection with these procurements were
unreasonably restrictive of competition. Although we are troubled
by GPO's apparent reluctance to furnish more details of its require-
ments to Memorex, we previously have considered as sufficient a mar-
ket survey based on a literature search and agency contacts not unlike
that conducted here. See Del Norte Technology. Inc., B—183528, Au-
gust 5, 1975, 75—2 CPD 82. GPO's survey not only included an exten-
sive review of the literature, but, with regard to the disc system, also
involved contacts with vendors and with the General Services Admin-
istration, the, agency granted the authority under the Brooks Act, 40
U.S.C. 759 (1970), to coordinate and provide for the efficient pur-
chase, lease and maintenance of ADP equipment by Federal agencies
and which Memorex concedes should be familiar with its equipment
and the marketplace. We think it significant that GPO contacted the
GSA even though GPO was exempted under Public Law 9440,
upi'a, from the requirements of the Brooks Act, supra, for these pro-
curemnents and must weigh this effort to obtain information against
what appear to have been less than comprehensive inquiries to yen-
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dors. On balance, we are not prepared to state that GPO's failure to
furnish all of the details of its requirements to Memorex was imrea
sonable in view of the time constraints involved, GPO's prinlary re-
]ia.nce. on technical literature and agency contacts, an(1 its contacts
with the GSA which should have been al)le to provide expert advice
regarding both equipment and the marketplace. We think the GPo
was entitled to rely on the results of this survey.

As a general rule, we will not disturb a decision to procure on a
sole-source basis where, the. Determination and Finding to negotiate
on a sole-source basis is supported by a record sufficiently establishing
that the awardee was the only known source with the capability to
satisfy the procuring activity's requirements. See Hayden Elect rc
]Jlotois. Inc., B—186769, August 10, 1977, 77—2 CPD 106; Tiple A
lilac/i hie S/wp. Inc., B—185644, March 25, 1976, 76—1 CPI) 197; B
175953, July 21, 1972. We believe that this is the case here.

The protest is denied.

[B—191708]

General Accounting Office—Jurisdiction—Grants-In-Aid—Grant
Procurements—Housing and Urban Development Department
Grants

General Accounting Office will take jurisdiction to review complaint against
an award of a contract by grantee, which is recipient of Departnwnt of Housing
and T'rbaii Development block grant.

In the matter of RAJ Construction, Inc., September 28, 1978:
RAJ Construction, Inc. has filed a complaint against the award of

a contract by the Town of Riverside, Wishington under a l)epartnient
of housing and ITrban I)evelopnient (HUD) block grant. Funding
for this proJect was provided through a Community 1)evelopnient
Block Grant (block grant) authorized by the. housing and Coin
inunity 1)evelopment Act of 1974. 42 U.S.C. 5301 et Req. (Supp. V.
1975) (hereinafter "the Act").

It is ITUD's contention that GAo should decline to take. jurisdiction
because our review would be inconsistent with the authorizing legisla-
tion of the. Block Grant Prograni and its method of operation. hUT)
points out that it was the intent of Congress, through the consolidation
of several categorical grant piogii11iS. to re(luce the Federal involve
nient. and supervision which had existed ufl(ler the prior 1)rogl'aIuls.
Relying on legislative history the. agency states that the. block grant
prograhil was designed to ensure. that "local elected officials, rather
than sl)ecial-purpose agencies. would have principal responsibility for
deteriuiining conununity development needs, establishing priorities.
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and allocating resources." H.R. Rep. No. 1114, 93 Cong. 2d Sess. 3
(1974). HUD has noted that this Congressional Report further states
at page 10:

Since Federal application review requirements are being simplified to such
a great extent, the post-audit and review requirements will serve as the basic
assurance that block grant funds are being used properly to achieve the bill's
objectives.

Consistent with this purpose HUD reduced Federal agency monitor-
ing of activities under the new grant program so that decision-making
responsibilities would rest in local government officials. Moreover,
HIJD notes that the Act provides GAO with the following authority:

Insofar as they relate to funds provided under this title, the financial trans-
actions of recipients of such funds may be audited by the General Accounting
Office under such rules and regulations as may he prescribed by the comptroller
General of the tnited States. The representatives of the General Accounting
Office shall have access to all books, accounts, records, reports, files, and other
papers, things or property belonging to or in use by such recipients pertaining
to such financial transactions and necessary to facilitate the audit. [Italic
supplied.].

IITID argues that "[this] authority is of the same character as the
authority given the grantor agency—authority under which Congress
clearly intended that post-performance review rather than grant moni-
toring during performance be emphasized." This limited review, in
its opinion, would not include adjudication of complaints concern-
ing the award of contracts under block grants.

HLTD regulations require grantees of block grants to comply with
the provisions of Federal Management Circular (FMC) 74-7. 24
C.F.R. 570.5Q7 (1977). Attachment '0' of FMC 74—7 sets procure-
ment standards for grantees and provides:

*
2. * * * The grantee is the responsible authority, without recourse to the

grantor agency regarding the settlement and satisfaction of all contractual and
administrative issues arising out of procurements entered into in support of a
grant. This includes ' protests of award '

* * * *
3. Grantees may use their own procurement regulations which reflect appli-

cable State and local law, rules and regulations provided that procurements
made with Federal grant funds adhere to the standards set forth as follows:

* * * * * *
h. All procurement transactions * * shall be conducted in a manner so as

to provide maximum open and free competition.

Consistent with FMC 74—7 HUD maintains no review jurisdiction of
contractual disputes or precontractual protests arising out of pro-
curenteiits with block grant program funds, but leaves the settlement
of such issues wholly within the province of the grantee. HITD urges
that GAO exercise the same restraint.

As noted above, HTTD regulations require block grant grantees to
comply with the provisions of FMC 74—7. In addition, the Grant
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Agreement states that Federal grant assistance will be l)r0Vi(1((l "suJ
ject to * * * applicable law, regulations and all other requirenients
of IIU) * * ." Where, as here, the grant agreement. stipulates that
the grantee will comply with all pertinent rules and regulations of the
grantor agency, it is the duty of the agency to ensure that the grantee
is enforcing the application of such policies puirsuant to the grant
agreement, including a requirement for competitive bidding. Thomvi
Coistructio'n Company, Incorporated, et al., 55 Comp. Gen. 139 (1975).
75—2 OPT) 101; Trinity Services, B—184899, I)ecember 23, 1976, 76
'2 CPD 527. Consequently, HUD should ensure that proper procure.
unent practices are followed by its grantees in this area.

HTII)'s review of contract awards under grants would not be con
trary to the Act and we believe that a review at the time of an alleged
erroneous award action will complement IlUD's review function. A
complainant, will present its best case at, an early stage of the PrOIre
inent, is• A complaint which is filed timely will permit the
grantee. and the cognizant Federal agency to review the, case Wilell the
salient facts of the niatter are clear. It. would be difficultY in a post
performance audit. review to discover procurement irregularities. he
cause interested parties would not be inclined to actively participate.
There is no incentive to potential complainants possessing first; hand
knowledge of procurement. irregularities for bringing their grievances
before the appropriate authority in a post-performance audit review.

For the same reasons it is appropriate for GAO to review a com-
plaint at an early stage of the. procurement process. Furthermore, we
have undertaken reviews concerning the propriety of contract awards
made by grantees "consistent. with [GAO'sJ statutory obligation *

to investigate, the receipt., disburseiuient. and application of public
funds * n'." 40 Fed. Reg. 42406 (1975) ; 31 U.S.C. 53 (1970).
The fact, that GAO's role under the Act is an audit function is mot
an impediment to our review of this matter. See Thomas Construction
Corn pany, Incorporated, et al., supra. Moreover, HFI) regulations
through the application of FMC—74—7 require that the grantee adhere
to the principles of competitive bidding. As we stated in Thomas
Construction Company, et al.. sipra:

We recognize that under contracts made by grantees of Federal funds, the
Federal Government is not a party to the resulting contract. It is the respon-
.Mibility, however, of the cognizant Federal agency, * * to determine vliether
there has been compliance with the applicable statutory requirements, agency
regulations, and grant terms, including a requirement for competitive bidding.
In such eases, we have assumed jurisdiction in order to advise the aqeney
whether the requirements for competitive bidding have ben met * ' . [Italic
supplied.].

For these reasons, we believe the better course is to exercise our
jurisdiction in this matter.
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ABSENCES
Leaves of absence. (See LEAVES OF ABSENCE)

ADMINISTRATIVE DETERMINATIONS
Conclusiveness

Contracts
Disputes

Law questions Page
In deciding issue of mistake in bid, the General Accountng Office

(GAO) is not bound by prior Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals
(ASBCA) decision on same case finding mistake, as result of which no
contract came into being, where ASBCA has declared in National Line
Company, Inc. ASBCA No. 18739, 75—2 BCA 11,400 (1975), that it lacks
jurisdiction to decide mistake in bid questions. Existence of contract and
mistake upon which relief may be granted is question of law upon which
ASBCA's decision is not final under 41 U.S.C. 322 (1970) and implement-
ing procurement regulation and wil be decided de novo by GAO 468

General Accounting Office
Contract matters

Contention that "final" determinations and decisions made by pro-
curing agencies pursuant to 41 U.S.C. chapter 4 (1970) are not subject to
review by courts or GAO is without merit because similar language in
other final determination statutes has been interpreted to limit only
scope of review. Such determinations will not be questioned where rea-
sonable basis exists 615

ADMINISTRATIVE ERRORS
Correction

Promotions
Failure to carry out agency policy

Supervisor of wage board employees
Decision in Billy AT. Medaugh, 55 Comp. Gen. 1443 (1976) held that

pay adjustment for General Schedule supervisor of wage board employee
must l)e eliminated or reduced when conditions prescribed in 5 U.S.C.
5333(b) are no longer met. That holding is not to be implemented while
Civil Service Commission reviews regulations to determine what regula-
tory modifications may be needed to implement the decision 97

ADVERTISING
Advertising v. negotiation

Negotiation propriety
Statement and contentions raised in support of position that agency's

determination to negotiate was proper do not constitute submission of
facts or legal arguments demonstrating that earlier decision was er-
roneous; accordingly, GAO declines to reconsider this aspect of earlier
decision 615
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ADVERTISING—Continued
Advertising v. negotiation—Continued

Negotiation propriety—Continued
Small business concerns

Set-asides
Even though small buSiness set-aside procurement is technically a

negotiated procurement, where contract is to be awarded solely on price,
mere fact that negotiations are desirable to enhance offeror understanding
of complex procurement does not provide legal basis for use of negotia-
tion procedures in lieu of small business restricted advertising, Since
record does not support agency assertion that specifications are not
sufficiently definite to permit formal advertising=_ ........ _.

AGREEMENTS

Basic ordering agreements
Negotiated contracts (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Basic ordering

agreements)
Post-bid-opening

Bidders. (See BIDDERS, Post-bid-opening agreements)
AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT

Employees
Protective clothing

Meat graders. (See CLOTHING AND PERSONAL FURNISHINGS,
Special clothing and equipment, Protective clothing, Cooler coats
and gloves, Meat grader employees, Agriculture Department)

Uniforms
Requirements

Administrative determination. (See UNIFORMS, Civilian per-
sonnel, Requirements, Administrative determination, Agri-
culture Department)

School lunch and milk programs
Administrative cost limitations
I)ecbion B 178564, July 19, 1977, holding that section 13(k) of

National School Lunch Act as amended by Public Law 94- 105, which
required parment in "amount equal to 2 percent" of funds distributed
to each state, limits amount payable to States for costs incurred in ad-
ministration of summer food program is reaffirmed. Section 7 of Child
Nutrition Act cannot be construed as a(l(litional source f funds for such
payments independent of 2 percent limitation. Holding in July 1977
decision is also consistent with most significant legislative history of
recent statute amending these sections ..__ 163
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Carriers

Foreign
Use prohibited

Where U.S. air carrier service originating in Vienna, Austria, requires
connections in New York en route to Washington, I).C., traveler may
not use foreign air carrier between Vienna and London, England, or
Paris, France, to connect with a direct flight to Washington, to avoiil
the congestion of JFK International Airport, New York. The incon-
venience of air traffic routed through New York is shared by ap-
proximately 40 percent of all U.S. citizens traveling abroad. It does
not justify deviation from the scheduling principles that implement
49 U.S.C. 1517 inasmuch as the proposed deviation would diminish
U.S. air carrier revenues .. 319
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AIRCRAFT—Continued
Carriers—Continued

Foreign—Continued
Use prohibited—Continued

Availability of American carriers Page

Dependents traveled by foreign air carrier from Accra, Ghana, to
Frankfurt, Germany, and completed travel from Frankfurt to U.S.
aboard U.S. air carriers. Employee is liable for 15 percent amount by
which fare via Frankfurt exceeds fare by usually traveled route. Since
travel via Frankfurt involved certificated U.S. air carrier service for
4,182 of 7,450 miles traveled, and proper routing via Dakar would have
involved travel of 4,143 of 5,610 air miles by U.S. air carriers, employee
is liable for loss of U.S. carrier revenues computed in accordance with
formula at 56 Comp. Gen. 209 76

AIRPORTS
Fees

Determination
Items for inclusion

Washington National and Dulles International Airports arC operated
as self-sustaining commercial entities with rate structures and concession
arrangements established so as to assure recovery of operating costs and
an appropriate return on the Government's investment during the useful
life of the airports, with over 98 percent of their revenue coming from
non- Government users. Therefore, fees collected from both Govern-
ment and non-Government uses should include depreciation and in-
terest 674

ALIENS
Employment

Restrictions
South Vietnamese

Drug Enforcement Administration could employ South Vietnamese
alien lawfully admitted into United States for permanent residence
during fiscal year 1977 despite restriction against Federal employment
of aliens in Public Law 94—419, which permitted employment only of
South Vietnamese refugees paroled into United States. Appropriation
act previously enacted for same fiscal year permitted employment of
South Vietnamese aliens lawfully admitted into United States for
permanent residence, and legislative history does not indicate second
act was intended to repeal first 172

ALLOWANCES
Basic allowance for quarters (BAQ). (See QUARTERS ALLOWANCE,

Basic allowance for quarters (BAQ))
Dislocation allowance

Military personnel. (See MILITARY PERSONNEL, Dislocation allow-
ance)

Home service-transfer allowances. (SeeFOREIGN SERVICE, Home service
transfer allowance)

Military personnel
Basic allowance for quarters (BAQ). (See QUARTERS ALLOWANCE,

Basic allowance for quarters (BAQ))
Dislocation allowance. (See MILITARY PERSONNEL, Dislocation

allowance)
Station allowances. (See STATION ALLOWANCES, Military personnel)
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ALLOWANCES—Continued

Quarters. (See QUARTERS ALLOWANCE)
Station. (See STATION ALLOWANCES)
Temporary lodging allowance

Foreign Service employees. (See FOREIGN SERVICE, Home service
transfer allowances, Temporary lodgings)

AMTRAK (See NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION)

ANNUAL LEAVE (See LEAVES OF ABSENCE, Annual)

ANTITRUST MATTERS
Violations

Damage suit Page
State brought antitrust treble damages action against suppliers of

asphalt used in highway construction under Federal-aid Highway Pro-
gram. Although United States had declined to share costs of litigation,
Federa' Government is entitled to share in resultant settlement attrib-
utable to actual damages. 15 U.S.C. 15a does not allow the Federal
Government to claim share of treble damages .... .... .... 577

APPOINTMENTS
Administrative errors

Failure to follow administrative regulations
Civil Service Commission (CSC) directed cancellation of employee's

improper appointment. Since employee served in good faith, he is
de facto employee and may retain salary earned. As a de facto employee
he is not entitled to lump-sum payment or to retain credit for unused
leave attributable to period of de facto employment. Denial of service
credit for that period and denial of refund of health and life insurance
i)remiumS was within jurisdiction of CSC. 38 Comp. Gen. 175, over-
ruled .,..,. ...-..
Presidential

Holding over beyond expiration of term
Commissioner was appointed to serve for 2-year period on newly

created Commodity Futures Trading Commission. Upon expiration of
that period no successor was nominated. Commission asks whether
holdover provision of 7 U.S.C. 4a(a) (B) applies to commissioners first
appointed to serve immediately following creation of Commission.
Purpose of holdover provision is to avoid vacancies which may prove
disruptive of Commission work. Thus, holdover provision does apply
to those commissioners first appointed to the Commission 213
Status

Dc facto
Employee was hired by Forest Service and began working about 2

weeks prior to the date the position description was approved. He filed a
claim for compensation and leave for this period. Employee may be
considered a defacto employee since he performed his duties in good faith
and hence may be compensated for the reasonable value of his service
(luring defacto period. However, defacio employees do not earn leave and
hence the leave portion of the claim is disallowed . 406
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APPROPRIATIONS
Agriculture Department

Availability of appropriation for protective clothing for meat graders.
(See APPROPRIATIONS, Availability, Protective clothing, Meat
grader employees, Agriculture Department)

Availability of appropriation for uniforms for meat graders. (See
APPROPRIATIONS, Availability, Uniforms, Meat grader employees,
Agriculture Department)

Augmentation
Gifts, etc. Page
Agency for International Development may not pay officers and

employees less than the compensation for their positions set forth in the
Executive Schedule, the General Schedule, and the Foreign Service
Schedule. While 22 U.S.C. 2395(d) authorizes AID to accept gifts of
services, it does not authorize the waiver of all or part of the compensa-
tion fixed by or pursuant to statute 423

Services between agencies
While section 601 of the Economy Act permits the depositing of reim-

bursements to the credit of appropriations or funds against which
charges have been made pursuant to any order (except as otherwise
provided), such reimbursements may, at the discretion of the agencies,
be deposited in the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. However, deposit
of reimbursements to an appropriation or fund against which no charge
has been made in executing an order is an unauthorized augmentation
of the agency's appropriation and such sums must be deposited as miseel-
laneousreceipts 674

Transfer of funds
Improper

Section 223 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, Title II, Part B, as
amended, authorizes the Office of Library and Learning Resources,
Office of Education, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, to
make grants to and contracts with public and private agencies and in-
stitutions. Regulations define "public agency" to exclude Federal
agencies. The National Commission on Library and Information Science
is an independent agency in the Executive l)ranch and therefore is not
eligible to receive funds under section 223 662

Availability
Advance payments, (See PAYMENTS, Advance)
Attorney fees

Defending traffic offenses cases
Funds appropriated to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire-

arms may not be used to pay attorney's fees of one of its inspectors
charged with reckless driving. Attorney's fees and other expenses in-
curred by the employee in defending himself against traffice offenses
committed by him (as well as fines, driving points and other penalties
which the court might impose) while in the performance of, l)ut not as
part of, his official duties, are personal to the employee and payment
thereof is his personal responsibility 270

Capital cost of lessor
Long term lease

Agency's annual appropriation is not available for payment of equip-
ment lessor's entire capital cost at commencement of lease, and con-
sequeatly low bid for lease of telephone equipment for 10 years which
requires payment of bidder's capital costs at the outset of lease is properly
rejected as requiring an advance payment contrary to law 89
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APPROPRIATIONS—Continued
Availability—Continued

Children day care centers
Space rental. (See APPROPRIATIONS, Availability, Space rental,

Day care centers for children)
Counseling for Government employees

Psychological Page
Under 5 U.s.c. 7901, Public Law 91—616 and Public Law 92—255, and

implementing regulations, Environmental Protection Agency may expend
appropriated funds for procurement of diagnostic and preventive psy-
chological counseling services for employees at its Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina, installation .-- __ _.. .._ - 62

Court costs and attorney fees
Suits against officers and employees

Federal meat inspector was sued by supervisor for libel and malicious
defamation for certain allegations contained in letters the inspector wrote
to various public officials. Claim for reimbursement of inspector's legal
fees may not be allowed in the absence of determinations that acts of
inspector were within scope of official duties and that representation of
inspector was in interest of United States. J. N. lladley, 55 Comp. (len.
408, distinguished 444

Expenses incident to specific purposes
Necessary expenses

Under 5 U.S.C. 7901, Public Law 91—616 and Public Law 92255, and
implementing regulations, Environmental Protection Agency may expend
apprOpriate(l funds for procurement of diagnostic and preventive psy-
chological counseling services for employees at its Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina, installation 62

Fines imposed by courts
Forest Service employee paid fine to Virginia State Court because

Government truck that he was driving exceeded maximum weight limi-
tation. He may be reimbursed by Government since the fine was imposed
upon him as agent of Government and was not the result of any personal
wrongdoing on his part .._ 476

Gifts
To attendees to EPA exhibit

Novelty plastic garbage cans containing candy in the shape of solid
waste were distributed at an exposition run by an association, to attract
attendees to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) exhibit on the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. An expenditure therefor does
not constitute a necessary and proper use of EPA's appropriated funds
because these items are in the nature of personal gifts - ... 385

Government Printing Office
Rule that contracts executed and supported by fiscal year appropria-

tions may only be made within period of obligation availability and
must concern l,ona fide need arising within the period of that availability
is not applicable to procurement by Government Printing Office from
revolving fund specifically exempted from fiscal year limitatIon .... 865

Membership fees
Purchases of individual travel club memberships in the name of a

Federal agency for the exclusive use of named individual employees is
approved where the purchases will result in the payment of lower overall
transportation costs by the Government 526



LNDEX DIGEST 881

APPROPRIATIONS—Contlnued
Availability—Continued

Protective clothing
Meat grader employees

Agriculture Department Page
Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling on the legality

of a union-proposed bargaining agreement provision that would require
Department of Agriculture to provide cooler coats and gloves as pro-
tective clothing for meat grader employees. If the Secretary of Agricul-
ture or his designee determines that protective clothing is required to
protect employees' health and safety, the Department may expend its
appropriated funds for this purpose. Applicable law and regulations do
not preclude negotiations on the determination 379

Psychological counseling for Government employees. (See APPRO-
PRIATIONS, Availability, Counseling for Government employees,
Psychological)

Refreshments
Funds appropriated to the judiciary for jury expenses are not legally

available for expenditure for coffee, soft drinks, or other snacks which
the District Court may wish to provide to the jurors during recesses in
trial proceedings. Refreshments are in the nature of entertainment and
in the absence of specific statutory authority, no appropriation is avail-
able to pay such expenses. Since under 28 U.S.C. 572 (1976) a marshal's
accounts may not be reexamined to charge him or her with an erroneous
payment of juror costs, we cannot take exception to certification of
vouchers for expenses incurred to date. However, we recommend that
the Director of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts
and the Director of the U.S. Marshals Service take steps to try to
prevent the incurring of similar expenses in the future 806

Space rental
Day care centers for children

The Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) is authorized
by section 524 of the Education Amendments of 1976, 20 U.S. Code
2564, to use appropriated funds to provide "appropriate donated space"
for any day care facility he establishes. That is, the space may be pro-
vided by the Secretary to the facility without charge. There is no statu-
tory requirement that this space be in HEW-controlled space, nor is
there any relevant distinction between the payment of "rent" to the
General Services Administration under 40 U.S.C. 490(j) and of rent
to a private concern. Therefore, the Secretary may lease space specially
for the purpose of establishing day care centers for the children of HEW
employees in those instances in which there is no suitable space available
for the establishment of such centers in buildings in which HEW com-
ponents are located 357

Uniforms
Meat grader employees

Agriculture Department
Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling on the legality

of a union-proposed bargaining agreement provision that would require
Department of Agriculture to provide frocks as uniforms for meat grader
employees. If the Secretary of Agriculture determines that these em-
ployees are required to wear frocks as uniforms, appropriated funds may
be expended for this purpose. Applicable law and regulations do not
preclude negotiations on the determination 379
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APPROPRIATIONS—Continued

Commissary surcharge funds. (See APPROPRIATIONS, What consti-
tutes appropriated funds, Commissary surcharge funds)

Defense Department
Restrictions

Price differential prohibition
Procurement in economic distressed, etc., areas

While order of preference for procurement set-asides set forth in
Small Business Act does not control DOD procurement because of
provision in DOD Appropriation Act, civilian agencies of Government
are controlled by such order of preference since DOD Appropriation Act
does not apply to them .......... 34
Expenditures

Without regard to law
Negotiated agreements

Section 9(h) of Public Law 92—392, August 19, 1972, 5 U.S. Code 5343
note, governing prevailing rate employees, exempts certain wage setting
provisions of certain bargaining agreements from the operation of that
law. however, section 9(b) does not exempt agreement provisions from
the operation of other laws or provide independent authorization for
agreement provisions requiring expenditure of appropriated funds not
authorized by any law. Modified by 57 Comp. Gen. 575 and overruled
in part by 58 Comp. Gen. (B—189782, Jan. 5, 1979) ._ 259
Fiscal year

Availability beyond
Federal aid, grants, etc.

A research grant was made to South Carolina State College, an 1890
institution (as defined in 7 U.S.C. 323), under the authority of 7 U.S.C.
450i using fiscal year 1975 appropriated funds. In fiscal year 1976,
although it retained some aspects of the original proposal, the research
objective of the grant was changed. The substitute proposal changed the
scope of the original grant and thereby created a new obligation charge-
able to the appropriation of the year (fiscal year 1976) in which the sub-
stitution was made -... 459

Alternate grantees
Generally, when an original grantee cannot cmplete the work con-

templated and an alternate grantee is designated subsequent to the
expiration of the period of availability for obligation of the grant funds,
award to the alternate must be treated as a new obligation and is not
properly chargeable to the appropriation current at the time the original
grant was made. An exception is authorized in instant case since (1)
Los Angeles County and University of Southern California jointly filed
application and grant was awarded by National Cancer Institute (NCI)
solely to County only to comply with accounting requirements that there
be only one grantee; (2) NCI has determined that the original need still
exists; and (3) before using these funds, NCI will determine that the
"replacement grant" will fulfill the same needs and purposes and be of
the scope as the original application...... 205
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APPROPRIATIONS—Continued
Fiscal year—Continued

Contract
Date of award

Installation costs of telephone equipment rage
Installation costs of telephone equipment are expenses properly in-

curred during fiscal year in which contract was awarded and properly
could be paid from annual appropriation available for such purpose for
that fiscal year; however, had bidder unbalanced its bid by including
the capital cost of its equipment in the installation cost, contracting
officer would not be authorized to accept the bid because such costs would
be far in excess of reasonable value of the installation services performed
and payment would be in violation of 31 U.S.C. 529 89
Limitations

Procurement in economic distressed, etc., areas
Prohibition, contained in Department of Defense (DOD) Appropria-

tion Act, of payment of contract price differential for relieving economic
dislocations must be given effect notwithstanding earlier amendments to
Small Business Act which allows such price differentials to he paid 34
Necessary expenses availability. (See APPROPRIATIONS, Availability,

Expenses incident to specific purposes, Necessary expenses)
Obligation

Beyond fiscal year availability. (See APPROPRIATIONS, Fiscal year,
Availability beyond)

Contracts
Future needs

Rule that contracts executed and supported by fiscal year appropria-
tions may only he made within period of obligation availability and must
concern bona fide need arising within the period of that availability is
not applicable to procurement by Government Printing Office from
revolving fund specifically exempted from fiscal year limitation 865

Section 1311, Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1955
Federal grants-in-aid, etc.

Transfer of obligated funds
Los Angeles County and University of Southern California (US C)

jointly filed an application for construction of Cancer Hospital and
Research Institute. Grant from National Cancer Institute (NCI) was
approved for the Research Institute, which was to be operated by USC,
while the Hospital was to be paid for and run by the County. Due to
Federal accounting requirements, grant was issued solely to the County,
which subsequently decided not to construct the Hospital. Should NCI
determine that, as to the Research Institute, the original joint applica-
tion and a i'evised application proposed by USC are comparable and
that the need for the facility still exists, NCI may "replace" the County
with USC as the grantee and charge the original appropriations, even
though they otherwise would be considered to have lapsed 205
What constitutes appropriated funds

Commissary surcharge funds
Where statute authorizes imposition of surcharge on sales of goods

sold in commissaries and provides for specific use of funds collected, such
funds are appropriated and subject to settlement by General Accounting
Office (GAO). Therefore, GAO will consider hid protest involving pro-
curement funded by commissary surcharge fund. Prior decisons are
overruled. 311

279—723 0 — 79 — 9
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ARBITRATION
Award

Collective bargaining agreement
Violation

Agency implementation of award Page
Arbitrator awarded backpay to two employees based on provision in

negotiated agreement requiring a temporary promotion when an em-
ployee is assigned to higher grade pos tion for 30 or more consecutive
work days. Award may be mplemented since arbitrator reasonably con-
chided that agency violated agreement in assigning higher grade duties
to grievants for over 30 days. Award is consistent with prior General
Accounting Office decisions and does not conflict with rule against retro-
active entitlements for classification errors... 536

Wage increases
Retroactive

Retroactive wage adjustments for Federal wage board employees
which are not based upon a Government "wage survey," but rather on
negotiations and arbitration under a 1959 basic bargaining agreement,
are not governed by 5 U.S.C. 5344 as added by section 1(a) of Public
Law 92-392, section 9(b) of that law preserving to such employees their
bargained for and agreed to rights under that basic bargaining agree-
ment

ARCHITECT AND ENGINEERING CONTRACTS (See CONTRACTS, ARCHI-
TECT, engineering, etc., services)

ARMED SERVICES PROCUREMENT REGULATION
Mobilization and Preparatory Work Clause

Special equipment
Acquisition

Cost allowability, etc.
Construction contracts

Procuring agency, under Armed Services Procurement Regulation,
has discretion to determine amount and kind of equipment which may
be included in and paid for as mobilization and preparation cost. Argit-
ments that Government may have to (livert funds, pay interest on
amounts due, or terminate before completion of contract are based on
events which may or may not occur, and do not affect legality of pro-
posed award .--. ...- 597
Progress payment clause

Inclusion of total performance or payment bond premiums in first
payment

Reimbursement to Government contractors of the total amount
of paid performance and payment bond premiums in the first progress
payment can be authorized by amending the relevant Armed Services
Procurement Regulation and Federal Procurement Regulations clauses
to specifically so provide. Such reimbursements are not payments for
future performance, but are reimbursements to the contractor for his
costs in providing a surety satisfactory to the Government as required
by law, and therefore, are not prohibited by 31 u.s.c. 529. Prior comp-
troller General decisions, clarified
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ATTORNEYS
Fees

Agency authority to award Page
The Federal Trade Commission has discretion to determine eligibility

for reimbursement of costs of participation in its rulemaking proceedings,
including "reasonable attorneys fees" under 15 U.S.C. 57a(h) (1) (1976).
However, payment of an amount in excess of the costs actually incurred
for legal services is not authorized, even though the participant utilized
"house counsel" whose rate of pay is lower than prevailing rates 610

Claims. (See CLAIMS, Attorneys' fees)
Employee litigation
Funds appropriated to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms

may not be used to pay attorney's fees of one of its inspectors charged
with reckless driving. Attorney's fees and other expenses incurred by
the employee in defending himself against traffic offenses committed by
him (as well as fines, driving points and other penalties which the court
might impose) while in the performance of, but not as part of, his official
duties, are personal to the employee and payment thereof is his personal
responsibility 270

Employee transfer expense. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES,
Transfers, Relocation expenses, Attorney fees)

Judgment award
Counsel for plaintiff-class in March v. United Stetes, 506 F. 2d 1306

(D.C. Cir. 1974), is not entitled to be paid the 2 percent counsel fee
awarded to him in March, when the claims of individuals who "opted
out" of March are paid administratively. The rule that a party who
creates or protects a "common fund" is entitled to counsel fees is not
controlling here since the claimants herein are barred from recovery
from the fund that counsel created in March 856

Suits against officers and emplqyees
Official capacity

Federal meat inspector was sued by supervisor for libel and malicious
defamation for certain allegations contained in lettars the inspector
wrote to various public officials. Claim for reimbursement of inspector's
legal fees may not be allowed in the absence of determinations that acts
of inspector were within scope of official duties and that representation
of inspector was in interest of United States. J. N. Hadley, 55 Comp.
Gen. 408, distinguished 444

AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING SYSTEMS (See EQUIPMENT, Automatic
Data Processing Systems)

BIDDERS
Anticipated profits

Unsuccessful bidders. (See BIDDERS, Unsuccessful, Anticipated
profits)

Collusion
Collusive bidthng. (See BIDS, Collusive bidding)
Generally, (See BIDS, Collusive bidding)
Multiple bidding. (See BIDS, Multiple)

Post-bid-opening agreements
Effect on bid
Mere fact that bidder enters into post-bid-openingagreement to obtain

needed resources is not reason in itself to reject bid, unless effect of agree-
ment is to cause bidding entity to "no longer exist" and to cause effective
transfer of bid to nonbidding entity 67
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BIDDERS—Continued
Post-bid-opening agreements—Continued

Standards
Since bidding entity has no fornial plans to dissolve and because

entity may possibly do some business in its own name in the future so
long as it does not compete with Bendix Corporation, infusion of re-
sources from Bendix Corporation to bidding entity may be recognized
in determining bidding entity's responsibility ...._... 07
Qualifications

Manufacturer or dealer
Administrative determination

Labor Department review
Ground of protest alleging that bidder is not "regular dealer or manu-

facturer" will not be considered since responsil)ility for deciding "regular
dealer or manufacturer" status is vested in contracting officer and 1)e.-
partment of Labor ...

Small business concerns
Responsibility

Conclusive determination
Vested in SBA

Protest by small business against contracting officer's determination
of nonresponsibility because of lack of tenacity and perseverance is
dismissed since, pursuant to recent amendment of Small Business Act,
Public Law 95—89, section 501, 91 Stat. 553, the matter has been referred
for final disposition by Small Business Administration
Responsibility v. bid responsiveness

Bidder ability to perform
Invitation for bids provision that successful bidder shall meet all

requirements of Federal, State, or City codes pertains to bidder respon-
sibility, not l)id responsiveness, since it concerns bidder's legal authoriza-
tion to perform resulting contract -

Information
Essentiality

General Accounting Office finds that questioned bid contains uncon-
ditional commitment to furnish that which procuring agency requires
contrary to assertion that bid is nonresponsive - .. -

Submission of test data
Purpose

Competency of bidder to perform
Invitation requirement for submission of test data to enable grantee

to determine "competency" of bidder to perform contract relates to
bidder responsibility, and bidder's alleged failure to furnsh complete
test data with bid does not render hid nonresponsive....
unsuccessful

Anticipated profits
Claim for anticipated profits and for cost of pursuing bid protest is

rejected
BIDS

Acceptance
Failure to furnish information not necessary for bid evaluation
Where solicitation language does not require submission of information

concerning preventive maintenance prior to award, bidder's insertion
of bid! price in invitation for bids for such maintenance constitutes an
offer to provide the required! maintenance and acceptance of bid results
in binding obligation to perform in accordance with Government's
requirements --
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BIDS—Continued
Acceptance time limitation

Extension Pago
Procuring activity is not precluded from making multiple awards where

solicitation expressly reserves Government's right to rio so and bidder
does not qualify its bid for consideration only on "all-or-none" l)asis.
Agency's requests for extensions of bid acceptance period were not
inconsistent with provision to make multiple awards, and extensions
granted, without limiting language to the contrary, preserve Govern-
ment's right to so award intact 468

After expiration
Acceptance of renewed bid

Effect on competitive system
A bid, once expired, may be accepted when revived by bidder provided

such acceptance does not compromise integrity of competitive bidding
system 228

Initial refusal and delay in reviving low bid
Award to second low bidder v. solicitation cancellation

Where low bidder initially refused to revive its expired bid, unless bid
was corrected upward because of mistake, bid may not be accepted sub-
sequently when bidder decides to waive 'itsmistake. Award, if otherwise
proper, may be made to second low bidder whose bid was promptly re-
viveci at request of agency 228

Reinstatement of canceled IFE
Bidder's option to accept award

Invitation for bids (IFB) provided that performance period was from
March 15, 1977, 01' 5 days after award, if later, until March 14, 1978.
Bidder confirmed bid on August 15, 1977, after General Accounting Office
(GAO) decision upholding its preaward bid protest and during GAO re-
view of another firm's request for reconsideration of that decision, on
condition that award be for performance period of 1 year from award.
Bid was thereby rendered ineligible for acceptance, since award of con-
tract pursuant to advertising statutes must be on same terms offered all
bidders, and various IFB clauses cited by bidder concern post-award
situations 125
Aggregate v. separable. items, prices, etc.

Failure to bid on all items
Fact that bidder may not have received one page of amendment, and

therefore omitted price for mandatory item, does not warrant acceptance
of bid with omitted price 597
Anticipated profits

Unsuccessful bidders. (See BIDDERS, Unsuccessful, Anticipated
profits)

Bidders
Generally. (See BIDDERS)

Cancellation. (See BIDS, Discarding all bids)
Collusive bidding

Allegations unsupported by evidence
Affidavits stating belief that firm bidding both as subcontractor and as

niember of joint venture, without informing competitors of dual role,
improperly attempted to influence bid prices, are not sufficient to over-
come affidavits denying such intent. General Accounting Office (GAO)
therefore does not object to award to joint venture. If protester has
further evidence of collusion or false certification of Independent Price
Determination, it should he submitted to procuring agency for possible
forwarding to Department of Justice under applicable regulations 277
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BIDS—Continued
Competitive system

Equal bidding basis for all bidders
Bidders' superior advantages Page

Invitation for bids (IFB) may permit waiver of technical data require-
ment for bidders who had furnished such data under prior contracts even
though not specifically authorized by Armed Services Procurement Reg-
ulation ....... - 413

Prior producer's competitive advantage
Waiver of technical data under terms of IFB is not improper even

though it clearly results in substantial competitive advantage to bidder.. 413
Federal aid, grants, etc.

Bid responsiveness
Compatibility with State laws

Grantee's decision to reject all hi(IS received, two being nonresponsive
and one unreasonably priced, and negotiate on price only was proper
under Federal Management Circular 74--7, attachment 0 and applicable
Massachusetts law. Grantee did not have to revise specifications and
readvertise procurement as grantee had determined specifications con-
stituted minimum needs

Negotiated contracts, (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Competition)
Specifications

Conformance of bids
Requirement in Federal procurements

While award of contract to bidder which submitted nonconforming
bid samples on belief that bidder's production items would comply with
solicitation specifications follows agency's internal regulations, such
procedures violate statutory and regulatory requirements that award be
made to responsible bidder whose bid conforms to the solicitation. 41
U.S.C. 253(b) (1970) 686

Restrictive
Award of contract was improper where actions of contracting agency

were tantamount to waiver of clause requiring bidders to offer a "stand-
ard commercial product." however, in view of extent to which contract
has been performed, General Accounting Office concludes that it would
not be in Government's best interests to terminate contract for
convenience .... ... 478

Waiver of descriptive data requirement. (See CONTRACTS, Specifi-
cations, Descriptive data, Waiver of requirement)

Contracts
Generally. (See CONTRACTS)

Discarding all bids
Compelling reasons only
An invitation for bids which solicits bids on four alternate methods of

performance, without indicating method of selecting among alternates,
should not be resolicited where bid selected by grantee for award is low
under any one of the four 73

Cost factors
Data, rights, etc. acquisition

Not provided for in invitation
Failure of a solicitation to provide for specific acquisition of unlimited

rights in technical data is a "compelling reason" to cancel an invitation
for bids after bids are opened where record supports procuring activity's
determination that award thereunder to low bidder would not serve
actual needs of Government because all cost factors to Government
were not provided for in original solicitation .. 861
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BIDS—Continued
Discarding all bids—Continued

Prices excessive Page
Determination to cancel small business set-aside and resolicit with

full competition on basis that all responsive bids were unreasonably
priced and adequate competition was not achieved is within discretion of
contracting officer and will not be disturbed absent showing of abuse of
discretion and lack of reasonable basis for decision, which has not been
shown here 234

Reinstatement
General Accounting Office direction

Bidder's option to accept award
Although bids under canceled IFB expired during GAO consideration

of protest against cancellation, where GAO decision recommends re-
instatement of IFB, successful bidder may still, at its option, accept
award thereunder 125

Resolicitation
Auction atmosphere not created

Cancellation of solicitation after bid opening and subsequent resolic ta-
tion do not create "auction" atmosphere where solicitation was properly
canceled due to unreasonable prices and lack of adequate competition 234

Small business set-asides. (See CONTRACTS, Awards, Small business
concerns, Set-asides, Withdrawal)

Evaluation
Aggregate v. separable items, prices, etc.

Subitems
Invitation for bids provided spaces to insert prices for extended price,

unit price and subunit price. Although award was based only on evalua-
tion of extended and unit price, subunit price may not be ignored, since
it cannot be determined from bid which price is correct 410

Bidders' superior advantages
Invitation for bids (IFB) may permit waiver of technical data require-

ment for bidders who had furnished such data under prior contracts
even though not specifically authorized by Armed Services Procurement
Regulation 413

Conformability of equipment, etc. (See CONTRACTS, Specifications,
Conformability of equipment, etc., offered)

Cost estimates
The fact that invitation for bids (IFB) pricing structure places risk

on the bidder does not render IFB improper, since bidders are expected
to take risks into account in formulating their bids.. 271

Costs
Storage-time related costs

Not for consideration
Not listed in IFB

Contrary to protester's nsistence, storage-time related costs could
not 1w considered as evaluation standards because they were not listed
in IFI... 103
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BIDS—Continued
Evaluation—Continued

Delivery provisions
Information

Failure to furnish Page
Failure of selected bidder to quote early delivery dates under "storage

credits" pricing option is not significant since blanks provided for inser-
tion of dates applied only to "non-storage credits" bidders and procuring
agency did not need early delivery dates to evaluate bids. Further, IFB
contained no indication of relative preference of bid depending on date
of early delivery. Moreover, in absence of dates bidder is obligated to
deliver at an indefinite date prior to required delivery dates which is
still most advantageous to the Government .. 103

Determinable factors requirement
Failure to list in solicitation

Not prejudicial to protester
While solicitation failed to set forth objectively determinable evalua-

tion factors, protester was not prejudiced thereby .. -
Disclosure of evaluation factors

Failure
Not prejudicial to protester

Protester was not prejudiced by Air Force's failure to disclose that
award under "storage credits" pricing option might be decided, in part,
by results of "storage credits" bids under other solicitations. Moreover,
since Government could not disclose Government's cost estimate of con-
struction of storage facility to be built by use of offered storage credits,
and given clear right of Government to determine reasonableness of sub-
mitted bids by appropriate information, use of separate bidding results
to determine award is not objectionable. Analogy is macic to "stepladder"
bidding procedure .. .-.. 103

Discount provisions
Discount not evaluated

Insertion of the term "NET 10 PROXIMO" under the l)rOIflPt l)y-
ment discount section of successful bidder's offer means "payment due
10th of next month" and is construed merely as an indication that a dis-
count is not offered rather than as an exception to the IFB -

Erroneous
illegal award. (See CONTRACTS, Awards, Erroneous)

Estimates
Requirements contracts

Estimated peak monthly requirements (EPMR) for items were not
halved when items were divided into set-aside and non-set-aside por-
tions, but rather total EPMR was listed as EPMR of each suhiteni.
Invitation for bids (IFB) required that offeror's listed monthly supply
potential must be able to cover total EPMR's for which offeror was low.
Therefore, it was improper and not consistent with IFB to total EPMR's
for suhitems in bid evaluation. - - 484

Factors not listed in invitation
Failure to consider present value of money factors or residual values

in determining low bidder under lease/purchase alternatives is propel
where invitation for bids (IFB) does not include such factors for evalua-
tion. In advertised procurements, if any factors other than bid l)rice
are to be considered in determining low bidder, IFB must advise of
such factors 89
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BIDS—Continued
Evaluation—Continued

Manning levels Page
Use of "award amount" (fee) provisions in advertised procurement for

mess attendant services is proper where agency obtains necessary Armed
Services Procurement Regulation deviation for this purpose 271

Options
Price omission

Both invitation for bids' (IFB) "Schedule" and "Storage Facilities"
provisions clearly provided that Air Force might award under "storage
credits" pricing option notwithstanding lack of mention of pricing
option in IFB clause entitled "Evaluation Factors For Award." 103

Point system
Negotiation. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation)

Samples
Bid samples furnished without interior graining, not listed as sub-

characteristic of prescribed "interior appearance" criterion, could not
he evaluated as required by solicitation for neatness and smoothness of
interior appearance because samples could not demonstrate that with
addition of graining bidder's product would retain requisite appearance.
Procuring activity lacked reasonable basis to conclude samples complied
with solicitation's subjective characteristics and was required to reject
hid as nonresponsive to solicitation 686

Assertion that protester previously furnished acceptable bid samples
to procuring activity does not determine acceptability of samples sub-
mitted in response to instant solicitation, nor does acceptance of items
on a prior contract bind agency to accept nonconforming items under a
subsequent contract 686

Protest against rejection of bid as nonresponsive because hid samples
were found not to comply with objective characteristics listed in invita-
tion for bids (IFB) is denied. Invitation for bids advised that noncon-
forming samples would require rejection of bid, tested samples mani-
fested condition proscribed by IFB specification, and protester did not
show its samples were not fairly evaluated by procuring activity 686

Storage time-related costs. (See BIDS, Evaluntion, Costs, Storage-time
related costs)

Invitation for bids
Cancellation

Erroneous
Reinstatement recommended

An invitation for bids which solicits bids on four alternate methods
of performance, without indicating method of selecting among alter-
nates, should not he resolicited where bid selected by grantee for award is
low under any one of the four 73

Resolicitation
Two-step procurement

Failure of a solicitation to provide for specific acquisition of unlimited
rights in technical data is a "compelling reason" to cancel an invitation
for bids after bids are opened where record supports procuring activity's
determination that award thereunder to low bidder would not serve
actual needs of Government because all cost factors to Government were
not provided for in original solicitation 861
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BIDS—Continued
Invitation for bids—Continued

Clauses
Bid Equalization Factor

Two-step procurement
Step-one application propriety Page

Bid evaluation factors normally should be set forth only in Invitation
for Bids (IFB) issued under step two. Here, however, Bid Equalization
Factor Clause so related to technical requirement in step one for bench-
marking that it was necessary for VA. to set it out in step one .... 653

Pricing structure
Risk

The fact that invitation for bids (IFB) pricing structure places risk
on the bidder does not render IFB improper, since bidders are expected
to take risks into account in formulating their bids .... .. ....... 271

Requirements
Submission of test data

Invitation requirement for submission of test data to enable grantee
to determine "competency" of bidder to perform contract relates to
bidder responsibility, and bidder's alleged failure to furnish complete
test data with bid does not render bid nonresponsive .... - 17
Labor stipulations. (See CONTRACTS, Labor stipulations)
Late

Mishandling determination
Telegraphic modifications. (See BIDS, Late, Telegraphic modifica-

tions, Mishandling by Government)
Telegraphic modifications

Delay due to Western Union
Failure to use tie-in line to installation

Erroneous information provided by agency and agency's acceptance
of telegraph company's delivery by telephone did not constitute Govern-
ment mishandling solely responsible for or the paramount reason for
untimely receipt of telegraphic bid modification where telegram was
qualified on its face as official Government business and telegraph
company should have been aware of existence of its own tie-in line to
Government installation 127

Delivered subsequent to bid opening
Telephone notification received prior to bid opening

Bid modification was untimely where telegram was received after bid
opening, notwithstanding fact that agency had received telephone call
from telegraph company prior to bid opening indicating that bidder was
modifying its bid .........._..._ 127

Transmission by other than mail
Improper Government, action

Commercial carrier attempted to deliver protester's bid to office
designated in invitation for bids for receipt of hand-delivered bids.
Government personnel directed carrier to deliver bid to Central Re-
ceiving Warehouse instead and, consequently, bid was "late." Since bid
was late due to improper Government action, and protester's bid was in
Government hands before bid opening, protester's bid was properly for
consideration 119



INDEX DIGEST 893

BIDS—Continued
Mistakes

Contracting officer's error detection duty
Error alleged after award. (See CONTRACTS, Mistakes, Con-

tracting officer's error detection duty)
Correction

After bid opening
Rule Page

Erroneous bid should not have been corrected, since cost proposal
for items omitted from hid price was prepared after bid opening and
correction would be recalculation of bid to include factors not originally
considered 257

Denial
Waiver of correction

Where low bidder initially refused to revive its expired bid, unless
bid was corrected upward because of mistake, bid may not be accepted
subsequently when bidder decides to waive its mistake. Award, if other-
wise proper, may be made to second low bidder whose bid was promptly
revived at request of agency 228

Intended bid price
Established in bid

Correction of mistake in bid will be permitted where bidder's work-
sheets clearly show that bidder made a mathematical error in transferring
subtotal for equipment and miscellaneous work from bid worksheet to
final summary sheet. Questions raised concerning portions of bidder's
work sheets which have no relation to type of error alleged do not pre-
clude correction where clear and convincing evidence establishes mistake
and actual hid intended 438

Price
Subitems

Invitation for bids provided spaces to insert prices for extended pricc,
unit price and subunit price. Although award was based only on evalua-
tion of extended and unit price, subunit price may not be ignored, since
it cannot be determined from hid which price is corrcct 410

Recalculation of bid
"Rounding off" corrected price

Upon correction of mistake in hid, where bidder initially "rounded
off" total hid price ia submitting its bid, corrected total bid pricc is also
subject to adjustment to reflect "rounding off" 438

Responsiveness determination
Mistake in hid rules may be applied only when bid is respoasive and

otherwise for acceptance, not to correct price omission 597
Multiple

Propriety
Affidavits stating belief that firm bidding both as subcontractor and

as member of joint venture, without informing competitors of dual role,
improperly attempted to influence bid prices, a e not sufficient to over-
come affidavits denying such intent. General Accounting Office (GAO)
therefore does not object to award to joint venture. If protester has
further evidence of co lusion or false certification of Independent Price
Determination, it should be submitted to procuring agency for possible
forwarding to Department of Justice under applicable regulations 277
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BIDS—Continued

Negotiated procurement. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation)
Prices

Cost, etc., data Page
Failure to consider present value of money factors or residual values

in determining low bidder under lease/purchase alternatives is proper
where invitation for bids (IFB) does not include such factors for evalua-
tion. In advertised procurements, if any factors other than hid price arc
to be considered in determining low bidder, IFB must advise of such
factors

Item omission
When contracting officer cannot determine, from pattern of pricing

in bid as submitted, what price bidder intended for omitted item, price
may not he supplied after opening .

Reasonableness
Administrative determination

J)etermination to cancel small business set-aside and resolicit with
full competition on basis that all responsive bids were unreasonably
pi-iced and adequate competition was not achieved is within discretion
of contracting officer and will not be disturbed absent showing of abuse
of discretion and lack of reasonable basis for deision, which has not
been shown here 234
Protests. (See CONTRACTS, Protests)
Rejection

Nonresponsive
Information requirements

Descriptive data
Invitation for bids contained brand name or equal clause providing

that if bidder proposed furnishing equal product bid must contain suf-
ficient descriptive data to evaluate it. Where bidder furnished no des-
criptive data, furnishing similar product to agency under previous solici-
tation is not acceptable substitute for descriptive data requirement, and
bid was properly rejected as nonresponsive 234

Sample requirements
Nonconformance

Agency's favorable consideration of bid samples furnished with note
stating that although samples' interior did not comply with solicitation
production items would conform to specification, is tantamount to
a'lowing bidder to submit additional samples after bid opening and
violates rule that bid may not be altered after bid opening to make it
responsive to so1icitaion
Requests for proposals. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Requests for

proposals)
Responsiveness

Discount information
Insertion of the term "NET 10 PROXIMO" under the prompt pay-

ment discount section of successful bidder's offer means "payment due
10th of next month" and is construed merely as an indication that a
discount is not offered rather than as an exception to the IFB. 861

Responsiveness a. bidder responsibility
General Accounting Office finds that questioned hid contains uncon-

ditional commitment to furnish that which procuring agency requires
contrary to assertion that bid is nonresponsive
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BIDS—Continued
Small business concerns

Contract awards. (See CONTRACTS, Awards, Small business con-
cerns)

Sole source procurement. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Sole—source
basis)

Specifications. (See CONTRACTS, Specifications)
Two-step procurement

First step
Testing requirements. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Two-step

procurement, First step, Benchmark testing)
Second step

Advertising v. negotiation Page
Record indicates only one step-one offeror was benchmarked. Since

FPR provides for discontinuance of two-step method of procurement
after evaluation of step-one technical proposals, VA should consider
cancellation of IFB issued under step two and instead negotiate price
with only offeror 653
Unbalanced

Responsiveness of bid
Installation costs of telephone equipment are expenses properly in-

curred during fiscal year in which contract was awarded and properly
could be paid from annual appropriatioa available for such purpose for
that fiscal year; however, had bidder unbalanced its bid by including
the capital cost of its equipment in the installation cost, contracting
officer would not be authorized to accept the bid because such costs
would be far in excess of reasonable value of the installation services
performed and payment would be in violation of 31 U.S.C. 529 89

BOARDS, COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONS
Members

Holding over beyond expiration of term
Commissioner was appointed to serve for 2-year period on newly

created Commodity Futures Trading Commission. Upon expiration of
that period no successor was nominated. Commission asks whether hold-
over provision of 7 U.S.C. 4a(a)(B) applles to commissioners first
appointed to serve immediately following creation of Commission. Pur-
pose of holdover provision is to avoid vacancies which may prove dis-
ruptive of Commission work. Thus, holdover provision doea apply to
those commissioners first appointed to the Commission 213

Commissioner of Commodity Futures Trading Commission continued
to serve beyond expiration of fixed period of appointment on April 14,
1977, pursuant to holdover provision of 7 U.S.C. 4a(a)(B). Commis-
sioner's entitlement to compensation after expiration of first session of
95th Congress is questioned since statute provides that a commissioner
may not continue to serve "beyond the expiration of the next session of
Congress subsequent to the expiration of said fixed term of office." The
word "next" before "session" refers to the adjournment of a subsequent
session of Congress. Therefore, the Commissioner may he compensated
until expiration of the 2d session of the 95th Congress, or appointment
and qualification of successor, whichever event occurs first 213
National Conmission on Observance of International Women's Year.

(See NATIONAL COMMISSION ON OBSERVANCE OF INTERNA-
TIONAL WOMEN'S YEAR)
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BONDS
Performance

Miller Act coverage
Unauthorized bond submitted

Government liability
Even if Government negligently fails to insure that Miller Act bonds

are ified with construction contract, unpaid supplier's remedy lies against
prime contractor and not the Government 176

Premium payment
Inclusion in first progress payment

Reimbursement to Government contractors of the total amount of
paid performance and payment bond premiums in the first progress
payment can be authorized by amending the relevant Armed Services
Procurement Regulation and Federal Procurement Regulations clauses
to specifically so provide. Such reimbursements are not payments for
future performance, but are reimbursements to the contractor for his
costs in providing a surety satisfactory to the Government as required
by law, that therefore, are not prohibited by 31 U.S.C. 529. Prior
Comptroller General decisions, clarified 25

BUY AMERICAN ACT
Contracts

Provisions of Act not applicable to grantee contracts
The Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10 (1970)) provisions do not apply

to contracts made by grantees ..-- 85
Small business concerns

Effect of appropriation prohibition
Price differential prohibition v. preference for domestic products

Prohibition, contained in Department of Defense (DOD) Appropria-
tion Act, of payment of contract price differential for relieving economic
disciocations must be given effect notwithstanding earlier amendments
to Small Business Act which allows such price differentials to be paid. 34

Prohibition of payment of price differential for relieving economic
dislocations does not conflict with Buy American Act preference for
domestic over foreign made products. While an award to a labor surplus
area firm in accordance with Buy American Act preference serves to
relieve economic dislocations, the price differential is paid for the pur-
pose of preferring domestic products and not to relieve economic dis-
locations 34

CLAIMS
Attorneys' fees

Authority
Army members involuntarily separated from but later retroactively

restored to active duty by administrative record correction action (10
U.S.C. 1552 (1970)) thereby become entitled to retroactive payment of
military pay and allowances; however, they do not gain entitlement to
either reimbursement of legal fees incurred in the matter or damages
based on a tort theory of wrongful separation from active duty 554

Counsel for plaintiff-class in March v. United States, 506 F. 2d 1306
(D.C. Cir. 1974), is not entitled to be paid the 2 percent counsel fee
awarded to him in March, when the claims of individuals who "opted
out" of March are paid administratively. The rule that a party who
creates or protects a "common fund" is entitled to counsel fees is not
controlling here since the claimants herein are barred from recovery
from the fund that counsel created in March 856
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CLAIMS—Continued
By Government

Collection. (See DEBT COLLECTIONS)
Correction

Limitation
Travel voucher errors

Administrative correction Page
Agencies may administratively correct travel vouchers with under-

claims not exceeding $30. Overclaims in any amount may be adminis-
tratively reduced. 36 Comp. Gen. 769 and B—131105, May 23, 1973,
modified 298
Doubtful

Submission to GAO
Department of the Air Force asks whether an employee who submits a

fraudulent claim may be refused access to the General Accounting
Office (GAO) for purpose of settling his claim. Since GAO has authority
to settle and adjust claims by the Government or against it, employee
may submit claim to GAO even though it is considered fraudulent by
his agency. Agency should expedite adjudication by using agency
channels to send claim to GAO with its report 664
False. (See FRAUD, False claims)
Statute of limitations. (See STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS, Claims)
Transportation

Claim simultaneous with court action
Res judicata doctrine applied after court adjudication

When GAO makes no representations that it will consider a claim
simultaneously submitted to it and a court of competent jurisdiction
after the court has ad)udicated the claim, GAO is not estopped from
applyingthe doctrine of res judicatato the claim 14

Household goods forwarders
Shipment under a Government Bill of Lading (GBL) is a single cause

of action, and when a court ]udgment pertains to a particular GBL,
the General Accounting Office (GAO) is precluded from considering
a subsequent claim on the same GBL under the doctrine of resjudicata 14

Loss and damage claims
Liability determination

Prima facie case of liability of common carrier is established when
shipper shows delivery to carrier at origin in good condition and delivery
by carrier at destination in damaged condition. Once prima facie case is
established, burden of proof shifts to the carrier and remains there. To
escape liability, carrier must show that loss or damage was due to one of
the excepted causes and that it was free of negligence 170

Settlement
Review

Carrier allegations v. record
In reviewing General Services Administration (GSA) settlements, Gen-

eral Accounting Office must rely on written record and, in the absence
of clear and convincing contrary evidence, will accept as correct facts in
(iSA's administrative report. Carrier has burden of affirmatively proving
its case 155
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CLASSIFICATION
Back pay

Applicability Page
Employee of Smithsonian Institution occupied position which the

Civil Service Commission determined was erroneously included in the
General Schedule and Commission instructed agency to classify position
under Federal Wage System. Employee seeks backpay for period of
erroneous classification. Claim may not be allowed as civil service regula-
tions provide for retroactive effective date for classification only when
there is a timely appeal which results in the reversal, in whole or in part,
of a downgrading or other classification action which had resulted in
the reduction of pay 404

CLOTHING AND PERSONAL FURNISHINGS
Special clothing and equipment

Protective clothing
Cooler coats and gloves

Meat grader employees
Agriculture Department

Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling on the legality
of a union-proposed bargaining agreement provision that would require
Department of Agriculture to provide cooler coats and gloves as pro-
tective clothing for meat grader employees. If the Secretary of Agricul-
ture or his designee determines that protective clothing is required to
protect employees' health and safety, the Department may expend its
appropriated funds for this purpose. Applicable law and regulations do
not preclude negotiations on the determination .. 379

COMMISSARIES (See POST EXCHANGES, SHIP STORES, ETC.)
COMMISSIONS (See BOARDS, COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONS)
COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

Commissioners
Holding over beyond expiration of term

Compensation
Commissioner of Commodity Futures Trading Commission COIL-

tinued to serve beyond expiration of fixed period of appointment on
April 14, 1977, pursuant to holdover provision of 7 U.S.C. 4a(a)(B). Com-
missioner's entitlement to compensation after expiration of first session
of 95th Congress is questioned since statute provides that a commis-
sioner may not continue to serve "beyond the epiration of the next
session of Congress subsequent to the expiration of said fixed term of
office." The word "next" before "session" refers to the adjournment of
a subsequent session of Congress. Therefore, the Commissioner may be
compensated until expiration of the 2d session of the 95th Congress, or
appointment and qualification of successor, whichever event occurs first.. 213

COMPENSATION
Additional

Supervision of wage board employees
Conditions

T)ecision in Billy M. Medaugh, 55 Comp. Gen. 1443 (1976) held that
pay adjustment for General Schedule supervisor of wage board employee
must be eliminated or reduced when conditions prescribed in 5 U.S.C.
5333(h) are no longer met. That holding is not to be implemented while
Civil Service Commission reviews regulations to determine what regula-
tory modifications may be needed to implement the decision 97
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COMPENSATION—Continued
Aggregate limitation

Post differential payments
Agency for International Development properly computed post differ-

ential ceiling on biweekly, rather than annual, basis inasmuch as section
552 of the Standardized Regulations requires implementation of the
ceiling by reduction in the per annum post differential rate to a lesser
percentage of the basic rate of pay than otherwise authorized. The rule
that the method of computation prescribed for basic pay by 5 U.S.C.
5504(b) shall be applied as well in the computation of aggregate com-
pensation payments to officers and employees assigned to posts outside
the United States who are paid additional compensation based upon a
percentage of their basic compensation rates thus applies to post differ-
ential payments under section 552 299
Back pay. (See COMPENSATION, Removals, suspensions, etc., Back pay)
De facto status of employees. (See OFFICERS ANI) EMPLOYEES, Dc

facto)
Differentials

Post. (See FOREIGN DIFFERENTIALS AND OVERSEAS ALLOW-
ANCES, Post differentials)

Duty performance
Salary only of position to which appointed
Employee of Smithsoinian Institution occupied position which the

Civil Service Commission determined was erroneously included in the
General Schedule and Commission instructed agency to classify position
under Federal Wage System. Employee seeks backpay for period of
erroneous classification. Claim may not be allowed as civil service
regulations provide for retroactive effective date for classification only
when there is a timely appeal which results in the reversal, in whole or in
part, of a downgrading or other classification action which had resulted
in the reduction of pay 404
First-forty-hour employees. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Hours

of work, Forty-hour week, First forty-hour basis)
Increases. (See COMPENSATION, Promotions)
Night work

Regularly scheduled night duty
Leaves of absence

Employees who have regularly scheduled night shifts are charged 1
hour of annual leave when they work only 7 hours on the last Sunday in
April when daylight savings time begins. Alternatively, agency may, by
union agreement or agency policy, permit employees to work an addi-
tional hour on that day as method of maintaining regular 8-hour shift
and normal pay. Administrative leave is not a proper alternative 429
Overpayments

Waiver. (See DEBT COLLECTIONS, Waiver)
Overtime

Day and week definitions
In 42 Comp. Gen. 195 at 200 it was held, in regard to overtime of wage

board employee under 5 U.S.C. 673c (now 5 U.S.C. 5544), that agency
could regard any 24-hour period as "day." That holding is applicable to
General Schedule employees since provisions of 5 U.S.C. 5544 and 5
U.S.C. 5542 are comparable

279-723 0 — 79 — 10
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COMPENSATION—Continued
Overtime—Continued

Fair Labor Standards Act
Claims

Settlement authority Page
Authority of GAO to consider FLSA claims of Federal employees is

derived from authority to adjudicate claims (31 U.S.C. 71) and authority
to render advance decisions to certifying or disbursing officers or heads
of agencies on payments (31 U.S.C. 74 and 82d). Nondoubtful FLSA
claims may he paid by agencies. In order to protect the interests of
employees, claims over 4 years 01(1 should he forwarded to GAO for
recording_ 441

Statute of limitations
Certifying officer questions what is the statute of limitations on claims

filed l)y Federal employees under Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA).
Although there is a time limitation on "actions at law" under FLSA, there
is no statutory time limitation when such claims may be fled as claims
cognizahle by General Accounting Office (GAO). Therefore, time limit
for filing FLSA claims in GAO is 6 years. 31 U.S.C. 71a and 237... - 441

Prevailing rate employees. (See COMPENSATION, Wage board em-
ployees, Prevailing rate employees, Overtime)

Standby, etc., time
Work requirement

Federal Aviation Administration employee assigned to 3-day work-
week at remote radar site and required to remain at facility overnight
for nonduty hours spanning workweek is not entitled to overtime coIn-
pensation for standby duty for nonduty hours. Radar site was manne(l
24 hours per day by on-duty personnel and there is rio showing that
employees were required to hold themselves in readiness to perform work
outside of duty hours or that they were required to remain at the facility
for reasons other than practical considerations of the facility's geographic
isolation and inaccessibility in terms of daily commuting_ - - 496

Traveltime
Administratively controllable

On and after the effective date of the amendment to 5 U.S.C. 5542(b),
January 15, 1968, diplomatic couriers' officially ordered or approved
"dead head" travel qualifies as hours of employment or work as travel
incident to travel that involves the performance of work while traveling.
It is not necessary to determine whether their travel results from an
event which could not be scheduled or controlled administratively be-
cause they are being credite(1 with all officially ordered and approved
actual travel time as pouch-in-hand time or "dead head" time - - -. 43

Arduous conditions
Diplomatic couriers' travel with pouch-in-hand is travel involving

the performance of work while traveling and is, therefore, hours of
employment or work under 5 U.S.C. 5542(h)(2)(B). But their travel is
not carried! out under arduous conditions within the meaning of that
provision since such travel is that imposed by ususually adverse terrain,
severe weather, etc., and does not include travel by common carriers,
including airlines 43
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COMPENSATION—Continued
Overtime—Continued

Work in excess of daily and/or weekly limitations Pago
In 32 Coinp. Gen. 191 it was held that employees who worked two

shifts which began within same 24-hour period in basic workweek could
be paid for 2 days' work at basic rate. That decision is no longer to be
followed since 5 U.s.c. 5542 provides that hours in excess of 8 in day
are overtime work. Therefore, Department of Agriculture employees
whose workweek includes two shifts on Monday, 0001 to 0830, and
2000 to 0430, are entitled to overtime compensation for hours worked
in excess of 8 hours in 24-hour period agency treats as day
Periodic step-increases

Equivalent increases
What constitutes

Where an increase in pay on promotion constitutes an equivalent
increase under 5 U.s.C. 5335(a)(3)(A) and Subchapter S4—8(b), FPM
990—1, the effective date of such promotion would be the inception date
for a new waiting period, and the fact that employee was demoted and
returned to his former grade and step would not negate the promotion
date as the inception date of that new waiting period for a periodic
step-increase in the lower grade 646

Waiting period commencement
Promotion and demotion

The rules governing waiting periods for step increases on resumption
of former grade and step following a temporary promotion are not for
application where an employee is demoted under an adverse action from
a permanent promotion position and returned to his former grade and
step in which he performed satisfactorily 646
Premium pay

Night work. (See COMPENSATION, Night work)
Sunday work regularly scheduled

Couriers
The workweek of diplomatic couriers consists of the first 40 hours of

employment or work in an administrative workweek beginning on
Sunday. Therefore, work performed by them on Sunday falls within their
basic workweek and although not regularly scheduled in the usual sense,
may be compensated at Sunday premium rates up to 8 hours on and after
the first day of the first pay period beginning after July 18, 1966, the
effective date of the law authorizing such premium pay 43

"Eight-hour period of service"
Effect of change to daylight saving time

Employees who have regularly scheduled night shifts are charged 1
hour of annual leave when they work only 7 hours on the last Sunday in
April when daylight savings time begins. Alternatively, agency may, by
union agreement or agency policy, permit employees to work an ad-
ditional hour on that day as method of maintaining regular 8-hour shift
and normal pay. Administrative leave is not a proper alternative 429
Prevailing rate employees. (See COMPENSATION, Wage board em-

ployees, Prevailing rate employees)
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COMPENSATION—Continued
Promotions

Retroactive
Administrative error

Failure to carry out agency policy Page
1)ecision in Billy M. Medaugh, 55 Corny. Gen. 1443 (1976) held that

pay adjustment for General Schedule supervisor of wage hoard employee
must be eliminated or reduced when conditions prescril)ed in 5 U.S.C.
5333(h) are no longer met. That holding is not to he implemented while
Civil Service Commission reviews regulations to determine what regula-
tory modifications may be needed to implement the decision ...- 07

Temporary
Detailed employees

Arbitrator awarded backpay to two employees based on provision in
negotiated agreement requiring a temporary promotion when an em-
ployee is assigned to higher grade position for 30 or more consecutive
work (lays. Award may he implemented since arbitrator reasonably con-
chided that agency violated agreement in assigning higher grade duties
to grievants for over 30 days. Award is consistent with prior General
Accounting Office decisions and does not conflict with rule against
retroactive entitlements for classification errors ,..._. . 536

Department of health, Education, and 'Welfare detailed employees to
higher grade positions, but finds it difficult or impossible to show that
vacancies existed. Claims of employees for backpay under Turner-
aldwell, 56 Comp. Gen. 427 (1977), may he considered without any
finding of vacancies. It is not a condition for entitlement to a retroactive
temporary promotion with backpay that there must have existed, at
the time a detail was ordered, a vacant position to which the claimant
was detailed. however, the position must be established and classified_ 767

Retroactive application
Employee, who was successively detailed to two higher grade positions,

can only be awarded retroactive temporary promotion and backpay for
details extendin& more than 120 days, each detail being treate(l as a
separate and distinct personnel action .... .. 605
Rates

Overseas Dependents School System
Pub. L. 86—91

Implementation
Individuals who "opted out" of plaintiff-class in _llarch v. UniLed

&ates, 506 F.2d 1306 (I).C. Cir. 1974), may he paid hackpay in ac-
cordance with the court's interpretation of Public Law 89 391. however
since these claims are being allowed administratively, and not under
March, the statute of limitations contained in 31 U.S.C. 71a applies
to limit recovery where applicable —

Removals, suspensions, etc.
Back pay

Entitlement
District of Columbia Government employee, was erroneously separated

and later reinstated. He is entitled to hackpay under 5 U.S.C. 5596, less
amounts received as severence pay and unemployment compensation.
Employee is also entitled to credit for annual leave earned during ei-
roneous separation. Maximum amount of leave is to he restored and
halance. is to be credited to a separate leave account. Deductions are
also to be made from hackpay for lump-sum payment of terminal
leave - 464
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COMPENSATION—Continued
Removals, suspensions, etc.—Continued

Back pay—Continued
Testan case Page

Employee of Smithsonian Institution occupied position which the Civil
Service Commission determined was erroneously included in the General
Schedule and Commission instructed agency to classify position under
Federal Wage System. Employee seeks backpay for period of erroneous
classification. Claim may not he allowed as civil service regulations
provide foi- retroactive effective date for classification only when there is
a timely appeal which results in the reversal, in whole or in part, of a
downgrading or other classification action which had resulted in the
reduction of pay 404
Supervision of wage board employees

Additional compensation. (See COMPENSATION, Additional, Super-
vision of wage board employees)

Traveltime
Entitlement

Couriers
Diplomatic couriers' travel with pouch-n-hand is travel involving the

performance of work while traveling and is, therefore, hours of em-
ployment or work under 5 U.S.C. 5542(l))(2)(B). But their travel is
not carried out under arduous conditions within the meaning of that
provision since such travel is that imposed by unusually adverse terrain,
severe weather, etc., and does not include travel by common carriers,
including airlines 43

On and after the effective date of the amendment to 5 U.S.C. 5542(b),
January 15, 1968, diplomatic couriers' officially ordered or approved
"dead head" travel qualifies as hours of employment or work as travel
incident to travel that involves the performance of work while traveling.
It is not necessary to determine whether their travel results from an
event which could not be scheduled or controlled administratively be-
cause they are being credited with all officially ordered and approved
actual travel time as pouch-in-hand time or "dead head" time 43
Two work shifts beginning within same 24-hour period

Overtime. (See COMPENSATION, Overtime, Work in excess of daily
and/or weekly limitations)

Wage board employees
Increases

Retroactive
Union agreements

Retroactive wage adjustments for Federal wage hoard employees
which are not based upon a Government "wage survey," but rather on
negotiations and arbitration under a 1959 basic bargaining agreement,
are not governed by 5 U.S.C. 5344 as added by section 1(a) of Public
Law 92—392, section 9(b) of that law preserving to such employees their
bargained for and agreed to rights under that basic bargaining agree-
inent.. 589
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COMPENSATION—Continued
Wage board employees—Continued

Prevailing rate employees
Entitlement to negotiate wages

Compliance with law and regulations requirement Page
Section 9(h) of Public Law 92—392, August 19, 1972, 5 LS. Code 5343

note, governing prevailing rate employees, exempts certain wage setting
provisions of certain bargaining agreements from the operation of that
law. however, section 9(b) does not exempt agreement provisions from
the operation of other laws or provide independent authorization for
agreenhent provisions requiring expenditure of appropriated funds not
authorized by any law. Modified by 57 Comp. Gen. 575 and overruled in
part by 58 Comp. Gen. (B—189782, Jan. 5, 1979) ... 259

Implementation of decision 57 Comp. Gen. 259 (1978) is postponed
until end of Second Session of 96th Congress. If Congress takes no
action, General Accounting Office will apply decision to all agreements
affected by 57 Comp. Gen. 259 (1978) at date of end of Second Session
of 96th Congress. Overruled in part by 58 Comp. Gen. — (B -189782,
Jan.5,1979).._.._... .. - 573

Overtime
Meal periods

Delayed or preempted
Department of Interior questions whether it may pay prevailing rate

employees who negotiate their wages at higher rate of pay than their
I iasic rate (ix'naltv pay) during overtime where a scheduled meal l)rid
is delayed or preempted. In effect this added increment of pay during
overtime would constitute a special type of overtime or "overtime on
on top of overtime" which is not authorized by 5 U.S.C .5544. An act
which is contrary to the plain implication of a statute is unlawful al-
thuigh neith'i expresly forbidden nor authorized. Luria v. Unifei
&&cs, 231 U.S. 9, 24 (1913). hence, it may not be paid. Modified by
57 C'mp. Cen. 573 and overruled in lMlrt by 58 Comp. Gen. -
(B—189782, Jan. 5, 1979)_ - - -. __ - .. 259

Work-free
Department of Interior questions whether it may pay overtime coin—

l)ensation to prevailing rate employees, who negotiate their wages, for
work—free meal periods during overtime or alternatively for meal periods
preempted by overtime work when employees are credited with an
additional 30 minutes of overtime after they are released from duty.
Under 3 U.S.C. 5544, employees must perform substantial work during
meal periods to be entitled to overtime compensation and no entitlement
accrues after employees are released from work. Modified by 57 Comp.
Gen. 575 and overrued in part by 58 Comp. Gen. — (B—189782,
Jan. 3, 1979)._. 259

Rate
One and one-half times basic hourly rate

1)partment of Interior questions whether it may pay prevailing rate
employees, who negotiate their wages, overtime compensation at rates
Inure than one and one-half of the basic hourly rate. Although computa-
tation provision (1) of 5 TJ.S.C.5544(a) states that overtime pay is to
be computed at "not less than" one and one-half the basic hourly
rate, computation l)visions (2) and (3) of 5 U.S.C .5544(a) state that
overtone pay is to be comouted at one and one-half the basic hourly
rate. Since pivisions (2) and (3) were enacted by statute amending
original statute enacting l)rovision (1), 5 LT.S.C is construed
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COMPENSATION—Continued

as establishing the overtime pay rate at one and one-half the basic
rate and a greater figure may not be used. Modified l)y 57 Comp. Gen.
575 and overruied in part by 58 Comp. Gen. — (B—189782), Jan. 5,
1979) 259

Supervision by classified employees. (See COMPENSATION, Addi-
tional, Supervision of wage board employees)

Waivers
Prohibition Page
Agency for International Development may not pay officers and

employees less than the compensation for their positions set forth in
the Executive Schedule, the General Schedule, and the Foreign Service
Schedule. While 22 U.S.C. 2395(d) authorized AID to accept gifts of
services, it does not authorize the waiver of all or part of the compensa-
tion fixed by or pursuant to statute 423

CONCESSIONS
Possessory interest

Encumbrance
Department of the Interior may revise National Park Service (NPS)

standard concession contract language to allow new park concessioners
to encumber the possessory interest in the concesson operation in
order to provide collateral for loan used to purchase the concession
operation. This practice is authorized by 16 U.S.C. 20e (1976) and
would not be contrary to 16 U.S.C. 3 (1976), which provides for en-
cumbrance of concessioner's assets to finance expansion of existing
facilities. Congress made it clear in enacting 16 U.S.C. 20e that posses-
sory interest sanctioned by that section could he encumbered for any
purpose 607

CONDEMNATION PROCEEDINGS (See REAL PROPERTY, Acquisition,
Condemnation proceedings)

CONFERENCES
National Women's Conference

National Commission on Observance of International Women's Year.
(See NATIONAL COMMISSION ON OBSERVANCE OF INTERNA-
TIONAL WOMEN'S YEAR, National Women's Conference)

CONTRACTING OFFICERS
Subjective judgment

Supported by record
Extent to which offeror's proposed course of action was adequately

justified in proposal is matter within subjective judgment of agency pro-
curing officials, and record affords no basis for concluding that agency's
judgment that there was sufficient justification was unreasonable 347

CONTRACTORS
Incumbent

Competitive advantage
Protester fails to show that RFP as issued contained inaccurate

information giving incumbent contractor unfair competitive advantage.
Thrust of protest is that protester was unfairly disadvantaged by lack
of opportunity to revise its proposal after initial proposals were sub-
mitted and it learned that 1 of 617 equipment items to be serviced had
been removed. However, de minimis change did not require agency to
amend RFP pursuant to ASPR 3—805.4(a) (1976 ed.), nor did agency
err in making award on basis of initial proposals under ASPR 3—805.1(v)
(1976 ed.) 370
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CONTRACTORS—Continued
Incumbent—Continued

Competitive advantage—Continued Page

Agency is not required to furnish production equipment to prospec-
tive offerors to overcome competitive advantage of incumbent which
already owns necessary equipment, since Government does not own such
equipment and incumbent's competitive advantage results from its
prior contracting activity and not through any action of the Governmcnt 501

Selection justified
Delay and risk in training new contractor

Sole-source award for technical services to incumbent contractor is
justified where new contractor, in order to perform services adequately,
would have to learn technical history previously available only to ineum-
bent and agency cannot afford delay and risk involved in training a new
contractor 3
Responsibility

Contracting officer's affirmative determination accepted
Allegation concerning bidder's capacity to perform involves question of

responsibility. While General Accounting Office (GAO) will review pro-
tests involving agency determinations of nonresponsibility in order to
provide assurance against arbitrary rejection of bids or proposals, affirm-
ative determinations generally are not for review by GAO Since such
determinations are based in large measure on subjective judgments of
agency offlcials ._ 361

Determination
Current information

Where responsibility-type concerns such as prior company experience
are comparatively evaluated in negotiated procurement, rule that re-
sponsibility determinations should be based on most current information
available is also for application ..__... - 347

Small business concerns
I'rotest by small business against contracting officer's determination

of nonrcsponsilulity because of lack of tenacity and preseverance is dis-
missed since, pursuant to recent amendment of Small Business Act,
Public Law 95—89, section 501, 91 Stat. 553, the matter has been referred
for final disposition by Small Business Administration - 31

CONTRACTS
Advertising v. negotiation. (See ADVERTISING, Advertising v. nego-

tiation)
Appropriation obligation. (See APPROPRIATIONS, Obligation)
Architect, engineering, etc., services

Competitive advantage
Unfair Government action

Where one of three competing A—E firms had possession and knowledge
of Master Plan containing basic design concepts for development of
cemetery to which agency intended selected A—E firm's design to con-
form, failure of agency to inform other two firms of existence of Master
Plan prior to discussions resulted in unfair competitive advantage to
firm possessing Master Plan ._ ...—
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CONTRACTS—Continued

Architect, engineering, etc., services—Continued
Procurement practices

Brooks Bill applicability
Equality of competition requirement Page

Discussions required to be conducted by agency with three of most
qualified firms in course of procurement of professional A—E services are
part of statutory and regulatory procedures prescribing competitive
selection process. It is fundamental to competitive A—E selection process
that firms he afforded opportunity to compete on equal basis 489
Automatic Data Processing Systems. (See EQUIPMENT, Automatic Data

Processing Systems)
Awards

Erroneous
Evaluation improper

Estimated peak monthly requirements (EPMR) for items were
not halved when items were divided into set-aside and non-set-aside
portions, hut rather total EPMR was listed as EPMR of each subitcm.
Invitation for bids (IFB) required that offeror's listed monthly supply
potential must he able to cover total EPMR's for which offeror was low.
Therefore, it was improper and not consistent with IFB to total EPMR's
for subitems in hid evaluation 484

Agency's acquisition and evaluation of equipment furnished by firm
deemed ineligible to compete on step-one RFTP and rejection of six
proposals on basis of such evaluation constitute complete departure
from RFTP evaluation criteria. Improper evaluation precluded 60 per-
cent of offerors from competing on step-two solicitation to their prejudice.
However, remedial action is not possible because of termination costs
and urgency and gravity of program for which cameras are being
purchased 809

Federal aid, grants, etc.
Competitive bidding procedure

General Accounting Office will take jurisdiction to review complaint
against an award of a contract by grantee, which is recipient of Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development block grant 872

Labor surplus areas
Defense Department procurement

Set-aside restriction
While order of preference for procurement set-asides set forth in Small

Business Act does not control DOD procurement because of provision
in DOD Appropriation Act, civilian agencies of Government are con-
trolled by such order of preference since DOD Appropriation Act does
not apply to them 34

Order of preference
Protest by bidder that as the only "certified eligible" firm under

total sot-aside for small business/labor surplus area concerns it is the
only firm eligible for award is denied since solicitation, in accordance
with recent statutory and regulatory changes, did not distinguish among
categories of labor surplus area concerns 595
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CONTRACTS—Contlnued
Awards—Continued

Labor surplus areas—Continued
Price differentials

Prohibition
Effect of award under Buy American Act Page

Prohibition of payment of price differential for relieving economic
dislocations does not conflict with Buy American Act preference for
domestic over foreign made products. While an award to a labor surplus
area firm in accordance with Buy American Act preference serves to
relieve economic dislocations, the price differential is paid for the purpose
of preferring domestic products and not to relieve economic dislocations.._ 34

Set-asides
Order of preference

Where Small Business Act amendment sets forth order of preference
for procurement set-asides, with first priority for labor surplus area set-
asides, and where such labor surplus area set-asides are subsequently
prohibited by appropriation act provision, remaining order of preference
set forth in Small Business Act is in effect "repealed" - - -. ... 34

Multiple
Propriety

Procuring activity is not precluded from making niultiple awards
where solicitations expressly reserves Government's right to do so and
bidder does not qualify its bid for consideration only on "all-or-none"
basis. Agency's requests for extensions of bid acceptance period were not
inconsistent with provision to make multiple awards, and extensions
granted, without limiting language to the contrary, preserve Govern-
nient's right to so award intact 468

Procedural defects
ASPR 2—503.1(f) requires prompt notice to unsuccessful offerors;

reasons for rejection may be given in general terms, notice requirement
is procedural, and failure to comply is not legal basis for disturbing
otherwise valid award. Notice merely stating offeror's item does not
meet specification requirements is inconsistent with spirit and purpose
of regulation, particularly where Agency furnishes more detailed reasons
for resection in denying offeror's protest shortly after issuing notice of
rejection 809

Propriety
Reversal of administrative determination

Award of contract was improper where actions of contracting agency
were tantamount to waiver of clause requiring bidders to offer a "stand-
ard commercial product." However, in view of extent to which contract
has been perormed, General Accounting Office concludes that it would
not be in Government's best interests to terminate contract for
convenience .-..-,.- .-..-..- ...._. 478

Sole-source solicitation
Contracting officer acted reasonably in awarding reprocurement con-

tract to next low bidder on original procurement having equipment
available to perform needed services at price not in excess of that bidder's
original bid since agency had urgent requirement for immediate repro-
eurement and under circumstances prior bids could be considered accept-
able measure of what competition would bring 703



INDEX DIGEST 909

CONTRACTS—Continued
Awards—Continued

Propriety—Continued
Status of bidder, offeror, etc. Page

Mere fact that bidder enters into post-bid-opening agreement to obtain
needed resources is not reason in itself to reject bid, unless effect of agree-
ment is to cause bidding entity to "no longer exist" and to cause effective
transfer of bid to nonbidding entity 67

Since bidding entity has no formal plans to dissolve and because entity
may possibly do some business in its own name in the future so long as it
does not compete with Bendix Corporation, infusion of resources from
Bendix Corporation to bidding entity may be recognized in determining
bidding entity's responsibility 67

Testing requirements
Sample evaluation

While award of contract to bidder which submitted nonconforming
bid samples on belief that bidder's production items would comply with
solicitation specifications follows agency's internal regulations, such
procedures violate statutory and regulatory requirements that award
be made to responsible bidder whose bid conforms to the solicitation.
41 U.S.C. 253(b) (1970) 686

Protest pending
Where contracting officer, through the regular course of mail, receives

before award copy of protest transmitted to General Accounting Office
(GAO), agency is on notice of protest and should comply with Federal
Procurement Regulations (FPR) provision for award after notice of pro-
test, notwithstanding absence of formal notification of protest from GAO.
No consideration by GAO is required where agency failed to comply with
procedural requirement of FPR in making award after notice of protest,
since validity of award was not thereby affected 361

Agency protest procedure requirements
Agency's noncompliance

Effect on award propriety
Neither Naval Regional Procurement Office Instruction 4200.30B

nor DAR 2—407.8(a) (1) requires that a written protest be responded
to in writing prior to award and since protest has been decided on its
merits protester has not been prejudiced by absence of written agency
response to its protest concerning the second solicitation prior to award- 861

Separable or aggregate
Single award

Propriety
Contention that required services for two air bases should have been

reprocured separately instead of as one contract item is without merit
in light of agency explanation that better pricing results from single
procurement 703

Small business concerns
Certifications

Applicability
Protest by bidder that as the only "certified eligible" firm under

total set-aside for small business/labor surplus area concerns it is the
only firm eligible for award is denied since solicitation, in accordance
with recent statutory and regulatory changes, did not distinguish among
categories of labor surplus area concerns 595
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Awards—Continued

Small business concerns—Continued
Certifications—Continued

Tenacity and perseverance Page
Protest by small business against contracting officer's determination

of nonresponsibility because of lack of tenacity and perseverance is
(liSflhissed since, pursuant to recent amendment of Small Business Act,
Public Law 95—89, section 501, 91 Stat. 553, the matter has been referred
for final disposition by Small Business Administration 31

Negotiation
Even though small business set-aside procurement is technically a

negotiated procurement, where contract is to be awarded solely on
price, mere fact that negotiations are desirable to enhance offeror
understanding of complex procurement does not provide legal basis for
use of negotiation procedures in lieu of small business restricted adver-
tising, since record does not support agency assertion that specifications
are not sufficiently definite to permit formal advertising. -... 501

Price reasonableness
Protest questioning propriety of retaining set-aside restriction after

evaluation of step-one technical proposals, filed after closing (late for
receipt of proposals is timely filed because price reasonableness in two-
step formally advertised procurement cannot be determined until after
bid opening under step-two solicitation .... 809

Self-certification
Status protests

GAO declines to consider effect of self-certification as small business
by joint venture whose combined receipts may exceed dollar limit eon-
tamed in solicitation because GAO does not review questions relating
to small business size status and procurement was not set aside for small
l)UsmfleS5 .--. - 277

Set-asides
Competition sufficiency

Award under two-step formally advertised procurement restricted LS
total small business set-aside may be made where there are only two
small business offerors whose step-one technical proposals were found
acceptable and were eligible to compete on step-two invitation for bids.. 809

Protest timeliness
Protest by large business concern against solicitation restricting pro-

curement as total small business set-aside, on basis that there were insuf-
ficient small business competitors, filed after closing date for receipt of
step-one technical proposals is untimely filed under General Accounting
Office Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (1977 ed.)...._ 809

Eligibility
Protest by bidder that as the only "certified eligible" firm un(ler total

set-aside for small business/labor surplus area concerns it is the only
firm eligible for award is denied since solicitation, in accordance with
recent statutory and regulatory changes, did not distinguish among
categories of labor surplus area concerns -.

Notice of set-aside in solicitation
Requirement in ASPR

Requests for technical proposals statement: "THIS PURCHASE IS
RESTRICTED TO SMALL BUSINESS" does not suffice to restrict
procurement as total small business set-aside where RFTP does not
also include clauses required for total set-aside by Armed Services
Procurement Regulation (ASPR) 1—706.5(c) and 7—2003.2 (1976 ed.)-. 809
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Awards—Continued

Small business concerns—Continued
Set-asides—Continued

Priority of determinations Page
Where Small Business Act amendment sets forth order of preference

for procurement set-asides, with first priority for labor surplus area set-
asides, and where such labor surplus areas set-asides are subsequently
prohibited by appropriation act provision, remaining order of preference
set forth in Small Business Act is in effect "repealed." 34

Withdrawal
Bid prices excessive

Determination to cancel small business set-aside and resolicit with
full competition on basis that all responsive bids were unreasonably
priced and adequate competition was not achieved is within discretion of
contracting officer and will not he disturbed absent showing of abuse of
discretion and lack of reasonable basis for decision, which has not been
shown here 243

Withdrawal of small business set-aside does not violate Government
policy of setting aside percentage of procurements for small business
where as here governing regulations were complied with 234

Size
Eligibility determination date

Since Small Business Administration (SBA), as a matter of policy,
now requires that to be eligible for award of small business set-asides,
firm must be small business concern both at time for submission of bids
or initial proposals and time for award, General Accounting Office will
no longer review question of good faith of bidder or offeror self-certifica-
tion as small business where SBA determines that firm was large on
date for submission of initial proposals, even though firm might be
small at date of award and might have self-certified in good faith at
time for submission of initial proposals 290

Split. (See CONTRACTS, Awards, Multiple)
Subcontracts. (See CONTRACTS, Subcontracts)
To other than lowest bidder

Other factors considered
Where experimental contract structure may result in award that does

not represent lowest total cost to the Government, it is recommended
that agency fully consider this aspect of "experiment" when evaluating
results achieved 271
Bid procedures. (See BIDS)
Bids

Generally. (See BIDS)
Buy American Act

Defense Department procurement
Award to labor surplus firm

l'rohibition of payment of price differential for relieving economic
dislocations does not conflict with Buy American Act preference for
domestic over foreign made products. While an award to a labor surplus
area firm in accordance with Buy American Act preference serves to
relieve economic dislocations, the price differential is paid for the pur-
pose of preferring domestic products and not to relieve economic dis-
locations 34
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Buy American Act—Continued

Inapplicable
Grantee contracts Page

The Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10 (1970)) provisions do not apply
to contracts made by grantccs ..... 85
Competitive system

Price analysis
Reprocurement contract

Contracting officer acted reasonably in awarding reprocurement con-
tract to next low bidder on original procurement having equipment
availalde to perform needed services at price not in excess of that
bidder's original bid since agency had urgent requirement for immediate
reprocurement and under circumstances prior bids could l)e considered
acceptable measure of what competition would bring.. -.. . . - - . -. 703
Cost accounting

Cost Accounting Standards Act application
Negotiated contracts

Contention that cost evaluation of proposal of $19,902 violates Cost
Accounting Standard 402 is without merit since Standard is not app Ii-
cal)le to negotiated contracts under $100,000 - ..,.. 151

Cost comparisons
Cost comparisons required by Arsenal Statute for determination

whether supplies can 1)0 obtained from Government-osvned, contractor-
operated (GOCO) factories on economical l)asis may be made by com-
paring fixed priced offers from contractor-owned and —operated plants
with out—of—pocket cost estimates from GOC() plants and such coin—
parisons are not prohibited by Cost Accounting Standards Act - 209
Cost-plus

Cost-plus-fixed-fee
Negotiated contracts

As required, initial offer named three individuals to designated posi-
tions, and listed on cost or pricing data form their hourly wage rates.
In best and final offer (BAFO), hourly rates were reduced without justi-
fication therefor. Contracting officer, concerned that unexplained prier
reductions meant different individuals would be used, or that sub-
stantial cost overruns were possible, rejected BAFO. Rejection was not
improper since offeror must clearly demonstrate proposal's merits, and
contracting officer's concerns wore reasonable. - - - -. - 239
Data, rights, etc.

Acquisition by Government
Unlimited rights

Justification requirements
Military procurement

Where Navy met requirements for specific acquisition of unlimited
data rights (DAR 9—202.2(f) (1)) but was unable to determine whether
anticipated net savings would exceed acquisition cost of unliniited data
rights until after bids were received Navy had adequate justification to
solicit for unlimited data rights. Moreover, provision in solicitation for
acquisition of unlimited data )ights as separate bid item was not ob-
jectionalde and was consistent with procurement regulation 861
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CONTRACTS—Continued
De minimis rule

Negotiated contracts Page
Protester's contention—that Air Force erred in making award on

initial proposal basis because ASPR 3—805.4(a) (1976 ed.) required
amendment to RFP due to change in requirements—is not sustained.
Sole change (removal of 1 of 617 equipment items to be serviced) ap-
pears to be de rninimis where Air Force maintains there was no significant
change in service requirements, successful offeror had previously ac-
cepted requirement to service deleted item as no cost modification to
prior contract, and even protester alleges only small reduction in its
proposed price was due to change 370
Default

Indebtedness of contractor to supplier
Government liability

Even if Government negligently fails to insure that Miller Act bonds
are filed with construction contract, unpaid supplier's remedy lies
against prime contractor and not the Government 176

Monies owing contractor
Disposition

Where Government completes contract work after default of prime
contractor, unpaid supplier of defaulted contractor is not entitled to
contract balance remaining in hands of Government for work which
Government rather than defaulted contractor completed. However,
unpaid supplier may have equitable claim to contract money earned by
defaulted contractor hut which has been retained by Government 176

Reprocurement
Government procurement statutes

Applicability
Question concerning propriety of sole-source award of reçrocurement

contract is within General Accounting Office (GAO) bid protest juris-
diction, since GAO considers if award was made in accordance with
applicable procedures, and does not consider either propriety of termina-
tion of original contract or whether contracting officer met duty to miti-
gate reprocurement costs, both of which are properly for consideration
by boards of contract appeals 703
Discounts

Impact on bid responsiveness
Insertion of the term "NET 10 PROXIMO" under the prompt pay-

ment discount section of successful bidder's offer means "payment due
10th of next month" and is construed merely as an indication that a
discount is not offered rather than as an exception to the IFB 861
Disputes

Contract Appeals Board decision
Jurisdictional question

In deciding issue of mistake in bid, the General Accounting Office
(GAO) is not bound by prior Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals
(ASBCA) decision on same case finding mistake, as result of which no
contract came into being, where ASBCA has declared in National Line
Gompany, Inc. ASBCA No. 18739, 75—2 BCA 11,400 (1975), that it
lacks jurisdiction to decide mistake in bid questions. Existence of con-
tract and mistake upon which relief may be granted is question of law
upon which ASBCA's decision is not final under 41 U.S.C. 322 (1970) and
implementing procurement regulation and will be decided de novo by
GAO 468
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CONTRACTS—Continued

Experimental
Evaluation of results

Cost consideration Page
Where experimental contract structure may result in award that does

not represent lowest total cost to the Government, it is recommended
that agency fully consider this aspect of "experiment" when evaluating
results achieved 271
Federal Supply Schedule

Failure to use
Protest by Federal Supply Service (FSS) contractor, alleging procure-

ment should have been effected under FSS, filed after closing date for
receipt of step-one proposals is untimely filed and not for consideration
on merits. Fact that procuring activity's requirements were not being
purchased from FSS was apparent from Commerce Business l)aily
Notice and from face of step-one solicitation 509

Requirements contracts
Administrative discretion

General Services Administration provides FSS schedule contracts as
primary source of supply for all agencies, with certain exceptions. how-
ever, it is using agency that is responsible for making determination of
which product will satisfy minimum needs at lowest cost. Contracts do
not contain promises or guarantees as to volume of sales and, therefore,
there cannot l)e breach of contract on part of GSA 8i3

Breach of contract allegation
Nonmandatory user of Federal Supply Service (FSS) schedule con-

tract cannot be held to have breached FSS schedule. contract solely be-
cause it purchases more of item from one. contractor than another con-
tractor which has lower price . 85

Evaluation of bids, etc.
Propriety

Sample requirements
While award of contract to bidder which submitted nonconforming

bid samples on belief that bidder's production items would comply with
solicitation specifications follows agency's internal regulations, such
procedures violate statutory and regulatory requirements that award he
made to responsible bidder whose bid con!orins to the solicitation. 41
U.S.C. 253(b) (1970) . ,.
Labor stipulations

Service Contract Act of 1965
Applicability of act

Contracting agency v. Labor Department
Where Department of Labor (I)OL) notifies agency that it has deter-

mined Service Contract Act (SCA) is applicable to proposed contract,
agency must comply with regulations implementing SCA unless DOL's
view is clearly contrary to law. Since determination that SCA applies to
contract for overhaul of aircraft engines is not clearly contrary to law,
solicitation which does not include required SCA provisions is defective
and should be canceled. Contention that applicability of SCA should he
determined by Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) does not
justify agency's failure to comply with SCA under circumstances where
OFI'P has not taken substantive position on issue 501
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Labor stipulations—Continued

Service Contract Act of 1965—Continued
Minimum wage, etc., determinations

Locality basis for determination Pago
Department of Labor's policy of basing wage determinations, issued

pursuant to Service Contract Act, on wide geographic area within juris-
diction of Government procuring activity, when place of performance is
not known prior to receipt of bids, although questionable, is not clearly
contrary to Act 549

Locality erroneously stated in solicitation
Agency's improper designation of 5-state area on Standard Form 98,

Notice of Intention to Make a Service Contract, as place of performance
is not prejudicial to protester who points out that performance would not
he limited to 5-state area, since under current Department of Labor ap-
proach same wage determination, reflecting 5-state area as locality of
performance, would have been issued 549

More than one service area
When solicitation for services to be provided throughout 5-state region

divides region into service areas and requires successful bidders to per-
form within each service area, separate wage determinations for each
service area, rather than single composite wage determination for entire
area, are more appropriate 549
Legality

Personal services
Use of military personnel. (&e PERSONAL SERVICES, Performance

delay, etc., Use of military personnel, Legality)
Mess attendant services

Status of contract
Contract for mess attendant services is not a personal services con-

tract since there is no direct Federal supervision of contractor personneL 271
Mistakes

Allegation after award
No basis for relief

Contracting officer cannot be charged with constructive notice of mis-
take in bid where nothing in record indicates that in light of all facts and
circumstances he should have known of the possibility of error in the bids
prior to the issuance of notices of award, Therefore, request for relief for
mistake in bids made after award is denied 468

Rule
Where solicitation provides that written acceptance of offer otherwise

furnished to bidder within bid acceptance period shall result in binding
contract and bidder took no exception to provision in its bid, contract was
effective on timely issuance of telegraphic notice of award and bidder's
assertion of mistake to procuring activity after issuance of notice was
therefore allegation made aJteraward 468

Contracting officer's error detection duty
Aggregate v. separable items, prices, etc.

13ic1(ler's statement to preaward survey team, that partial award would
would he unacceptable, did not serve as constructive notice of mistake to
contracting officer; survey was conducted on basis of total quantity,
survey report recommended total award, and bidder's statement was not
included in report or otherwise communicated to contracting officer prior
to issuance of notice of award 468

279—723 0- 79 - IL
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Mistakes—Contjnued

Contracting officer's error detection duty—Continued
Notice of error

Lacking Page
Contracting officer did not have actual notice of mistake in bid prior

to award where bidder's statement to preaward survey team concerning
unacceptability of partial award was neither included in survey report nor
otherwise communicated to him before notice of award was issued and
1)jdder did not assert mistake until after issuance of notice of award. .._... 468

Correction
Bid verification requirement

Specificity of verification
Request for modification of contract price due to alleged error in hid,

claimed after award, is allowed because contracting officer, in discharging
bid verification duty, failed to specifically point out discrepancy in
contractor's bid ....,.. 159

For errors prior to award. (See BIDS, Mistakes)
Unilateral

Specification misinterpretation
Bidder's assumption that award would be made in the aggregate,

notwithstanding solicitation's provision for multiple awards, was error in
judgment; bidder's misinterpretation, of which Agency was not aware
before issuance of notice of award, is therefore unilateral, rather than
mutual, mistake 468
Modification

Beyond scope of contract
Subject to General Accounting Office review

Contrary to usual view that protests against proposed contract
modifications are not for review since they are within realm of contract
administration, protest which alleges that proposed modification is
beyond scope of contract is reviewable by General Accounting Office, if
otherwise for consideration ,.. 140

Change orders
Within scope of contract -

Contract modification which substitutes diesel for gasoline engines,
thereby increasing unit price by 29 percent, substantially extending time
for delivery, and resulting in other significant changes to original contract
requirements, is outside scope of original contract, and Government's
new requirements should have been obtained through competition.
General Accounting Office recommends that agency consider practica-
bility of terminating contract for convenience of Government and corn-.
petitively soliciting its requirement for diesel heaters 285

Mistake in bid alleged after award. (See CONTRACTS, Mistakes,
Correction)

Scope of contract requirement
Mutual agreement between contractor and Government modifying

original contract was in effect improper award of new agreement, which
went substantially beyond the scope of competition initially conducted_ 67
Multi-year procurements

Requirements contract. (See CONTRACTS, Requirements, Multi-year
procurement)

Negotiated. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation)
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CONTRACTS—Continued

Negotiation
Administrative determination

Advertising v. negotiation Page
Statement and contentions raised in support of position that agency's

determination to negotiate was proper do not constitute submission of
facts or legal arguments demonstrating that earlier decision was errone-
ous; accordingly, GAO declines to reconsider this aspect of earlier de-
cision 615

Finality
Contention that "final" determinations and decisions made by pro-

curing agencies pursuant to 41 U.S.C. chapter 4 (1970) are not subject to
review by courts or GAO is without merit because similar language in
other final determination statutes has been interpreted to limit only
scope of review. Such determinations will not he questioned where
reasonable basis exists 615

Advertising p. negotiation. (See ADVERTISING, Advertising v. nego-
tiation)

After advertising
Grantee contracts

Grantee's decision to reject all bids received, two being nonresponsive
and one unreasonably priced, and negotiate on price only was proper
under Federal Management Circular 74—7, attachment 0 and applicable
Massachusetts law. Grantee did not have to revise specifications and
readvertiso procurement as grantee had determined specifications
constituted minimum needs 85

Auction technique prohibition
Disclosure of funds available for procurement

Agency did not utilize prohibited "auction techniquer when it iii-
formed offerors of monetary amount available for the procurement.. - 8

Awards
Administrative determination

Conclusiveness
Extent to which offeror's proposed course of action was adequately

justified in proposal is matter within subjective judgment of agency
procuring officials, and record affordt no basis for concluding that
agency's judgment that there was sufficient justification was
unreasonable 347

Allegation of improper predetermination
Not supported by record

Where both fixed-price and cost-type proposals were solicited, agency's
determination to award cost-type contract was properly made after
proposals were evaluated and not before proposals were solicited, as
urged by protester 185

Basis
Lowest total cost

Whre (1) Government's actual needs would be satisfied under initia
IIFP, (2) one offeror's minor deviation from RFP's contemplated price
sehniv was not material, and (3) proposals may be evaluated on equiv-
alent basis, best course of action is for agency to award under initial
RFP to low total priced otherwise acceptable offeror 784
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Awards—Continued
Initial proposal basis

Competition sufficiency Page
Contract awarded on basis of initial proposals without discussions i

proper where solicitation notified offerors of such possibility and agency
determines that there was adequate competition resulting in fair and
reasonable price..__.. 244

Protester's doubts that adequate competition existed furnish no
basis for objection to award on basis of initial proposals where there is
no showing that Armed Services Procurement Regulation (ASPR)
3—807.1(a) (1076 ed.) criteria for adequate price competition were not
satisfied. Alleged advantage to Government as reason for opening dis-
cussionsisnotshown 370

Propriety
Protester fails to show that RFP as issued contained inaccurate infor-

mation giving incumbent contractor unfair competitive advantage.
Thrust of protest is that protester was unfairly disadvantaged by lack
of opportunity to revise its proposal after initial proposals were sub-
mitted and it learned that 1 of 617 equipment items to be serviced had
l)een removed. however, de mininjis change did not require agency to
amend RPF pursuant to ASPR 3—805.4(a) (1976 ed.), nor did agency
err in making award on basis of initial proposals under ASPR 3—805.1(v)
(1976 ed.) -" _ ._ 370

Notice
To unsuccessful offerors

Postaward notice to unsuccessful offerors is a procedural requirement
which does not affect the validity of an award and the failure of an
agency to notify protester until the 11th working clay after award is
not an "unlawful concealment of the contract award." 151

Price determinative factor
Request for proposals (RFP) contemplated (1) that off erors wou'd

submit one rate for 2-year contract term and rate was to be computed
on "100 percent basis" and (2) that award would be made based on low
evaluated price. General Accounting Office would not object to agency's
acceptance of price proposal with separate rates for each year where
rate was computed on "80 percent basis" because those deviations
relate only to form and are not material 781

Propriety
Report of Investigation contrary to protester's report

Nothing in NASA's "Report of Investigation" containing interviews
of selected concern's employees supports November 23, 1976, representa-
tion of concern that incumbent employees' direct responses formed basis
for numbers and categories of reported employee commitments in event
selected concern should be awarded contract 217

Small business concerns
Size. (See CONTRACTS, Awards, Small business concerns, Size)
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Basic ordering agreements
Propriety Page

Agency's conducting informal competition whereby order for data
base development was to be placed under one of two vendors' basic order-
ing agreements—where no adequate written solicitation was issued—was
procedure at variance with fundamental principles of Federal negotiated
procurement, nnd also raises question of improper prequalification of
offerors. General Accounting Office (GAO) recommends that agency re-
view its procedures for issuing such ordcrs and conduct any further com-
petition in manner not inconsistent with decision. Gase is also called to
attention of General Services Administration for possible revision of
Federal Procurement Regulations 434

Best advantage to Government
Lowest total price

Possibility that ceiling price on award under software solicitation will
eliminate competition from software vendors, where purpose of ceiling
price is to assure lowest total system cost to Government, does not out-
weigh requirement that Government obtain its needs at lowest total
cost 109

Changes during negotiation
Notification

Failure to notify not prejudicial
Agency should not have informed one offeror that it had a good chance

of award in one region and almost no chance in two other regions, at least
not without providing similar assistance to other offerors. However,
agency did not prejudice protester, in this case, because offeror who re-
ceived information as to his relative chances between two regions did not
use that information by significantly changing its proposal 8

Protester within competitive range
Fair an equal treatment of competing offerors is not provided when,

after cutoff date for receipt of quotations, operating contractor permits
one offeror to submit price based on offeror's suggested alternate ap-
proach but does not provide competitor with opportunity to furnish
quote based on that approach 759

Changes, etc.
Reopening negotiations

Not justified
Minor deviations in otherwise acceptable proposal

Where (1) Government's actual needs would be satisfied under initial
RFP, (2) one offeror's minor deviation from RFP's contemplated price
scheme was not material, and (3) proposals may be evaluated on equiva-
lent basis, best course of action is for agency to award under initial RFP
to low total priced otherwise acceptable offeror 784

Specifications
Estimated manning requirements reduced

Reduction of scope of work statement not required
Agency was not required to reduce scope of work statement in solici-

tation when it reduced estimated manning requirements; Contract
awarded did not obligate Government to pay an amount in excess of its
current funding because Government was obligated to make payments
only up to the estimated cost, which was less than the known funding
limitation
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Changes, etc.—Continued
Specifications—Continued

Level of effort changes
Not prejudicial Page

While agency should have confirmed, in writing, an oral change in
recommended level of effort, all offerors were informed of the change and
were able to offer on a common basis. Therefore, deficiency was not
prejudicial to offerors or Government

Written amendment requirement
Exceptions

Dc minimis rule applicability
Protester's contention—that Air Force erred in making award on ini-

tial proposal basis because ASPR 3—805.4(a) (1976 ed.) required amend-
ment to RFP clue to change in requirements—is not sustained. Sole
change (removal of 1 of 617 equipment items to be serviced) appears to
be de minimis where Air Force maintains there was no significant change
in service requirements, successful off eror had previously accepte(l re-
quirement to service deleted item as no cost modification to prior con-
tract, and even protester alleges only small reduction in its proposed
price was due to change 370

Competition
Adequacy

Contracting agency should extend limits of geographic restriction to
broadest scope consistent with agency's needs. however, while SBA
restriction should not be continued for future procurements, contracts
awarded under protested procurement should not be terminated because
record reveals that adequate level of competition was obtained despite
restriction, and because SBA will need considerable time for study and
analysis in order to draw new geographic areas.._..

Cost analysis requirement
Protester's contention that agency violated regulations by not requir-

ing prospective cost-type contractor to furnish certified cost or pricing
data and by not performing cost analysis of such data is without merit
since adequate price competition existed for procurement, and therefore
requirements for submission of cost and pricing data and cost analysis
of such data were not applicable. 185

Award under initial proposal
Protester's doubts that adequate competition existed furnish no basis

for objection to award on basis of initial proposals where there is no
showing that Armed Services Procurement Regulation (ASPR)
3—807.1(a) (1976 ed.) criteria for adequate price competition were not
satisfied. Alleged advantage to Government as reason for opening
discussions is not shown 370

Changes susbsequent to negotiation
"Source selection" concept

No significant difference is seen between process (in non-four-step
procurement) which permits cost adjustment of proposed costs after
close of discussions for purposes of award selection—even though no
formal adjustment of proposed contract price is made—and four-step
process which, through cost adjustment process, permits changed con-
tract price in line with Government-evaluated price
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Competition—Continued
Competitive range formula

Selection basis Page
Requirement in DOD procedures that selected proposal must meet

Government's "minimum requirements" is noting more than require-
ment that—aside from being most advantageous proposal—proposal is
to satisfy Government's core requirements to extent that proposal is
in competitive range and not all requirements as protester insists 715

Technical acceptability
Not established from inclusion in competitive range

Protester's contention that, by requesting it to submit second best and
final offer, agency admitted that proposal was technically acceptable is
without merit. Determination that proposal is in competitive range does
not imply that proposal is acceptable but may indicate only that it can
he improved without major revisions to point where it becomes accept-
able. Agency never advised protester that proposal was technically
acceptable and states that advice to the contrary was given. Negotiations
were reopened, in part, to resolve matter of proposal's acceptability 800

Discussion with all offerors requirement
Actions not requiring

Since it is fundamental that proposed costs of cost-reimbursement
contract be analyzed by Government in terms of realism, approval has
been granted to process of award selection based on Government-
adjusted costs of proposals after close of negotiations even in non-four
step procurements 715

Deficiencies in proposals
In both National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) and

Department of Defense (DOD) procedures there are statements of need
to allow competitive-range offerors opportunity for discussions. Both
procedures stress need, however, to restrict discussion of technical pro-
posals to clarifying or substantiating proposal and specifically prohibit
discussions of technical weaknesses (NASA's term) or deficiencies (DOD'
term) relating to offeror's lack of competence, diligence, inventiveness,
or lack of management abilities, engineering or scientific judgment. Both
procedures also provide for independent cost projection of "most prob-
able" cost of doing business with offeror 715

Equal opportunity to compete
Fair and equal treatment of competing offerors is not provided when,

after cutoff date for receipt of quotations, operating contractor permits
one offeror to submit price based on offeror's suggested alternate approach
but does not provide competitor with opportunity to furnish quote based
on that approach 759

"Meaningful" discussions
Agency was not required to negotiate with protester so that it might

I)rOPOSC lower costs where revamping of protester's technical proposal
would have been required in order to make its costs acceptable 328
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CONTRACTS—Continued

Negotiation—Continued
Competition—Continued

Discussion with all offerors requirement—Continued
"Meaningful" discussions—Continued

Written Page
Allegation that agency had "unannounced preferences" for specific

manner of performing work, which incumbent knew and protester did
not, is not supported by record. Meaningful written discussions concerning
technical proposals were held, even though written discussions could
have more specifically pointed out deficiencies in some areas. Agency pre-
sented protester with large number of questions and comments which
led protester to deficient areas of proposal, and protester was given oppor-
tunity to and did substantially revise proposal, resulting in significant
increase in scores. Oral discussions were not required, since written
negotiations were meaningful .. .. - - 827

Pricing or technical uncertainty
Request for "clarification" from one offeror prior to formal technical

evaluation which results in submission of detailed data, without which
proposal would not be acceptable, constitutes discussions, thereby
necessitating discussions with and call for best and final offers from all
offerors .....• -..-

Request for final price
Agency included protester's first best and final offer (BAFO) in coin-

petitive range as one reason for reopening negotiations because doubts as
to BAFO's acceptability were resolved in protester's favor. Reliance on
prior GAO decision and tight timeframe apparently resulted in request
for and submission of second BAFO from protester. However, because
prior GAO decision was modified, agency need not have requested second
BAFO where discussions made it clear that proposal was effectively no
longer in competitive range. Failure to award to protester, which sub-
mitted the lowest-priced second BAFO, was proper 800

Technical transfusion or leveling
Since (1) selected proposal was rationally found to be in competitive

range; (2) discussions could not have been held with selected offeror in
contested areas without violating procedures; (3) appropriate discus-
sions with selected offeror were otherwise conducted; (4) protester
alleges lack of discussion with itself largely in the abstract; (5) post-
selection discussions with highest-rated offeror did not result in "level-
ing," it cannot be concluded Air Force failed to comply with require-
inents of 10 U.S.C. 2304(g). Based on review of record, it is concluded
that agency-evaluated cost and technical differences between proposals
of protester and selected offeror are rationally founded

Written or oral negotiations
Failure to hold oral price discussions was not improper where l)rices

were within 9 percent of Government estimate, price evaluatioii was
in accordance with criteria set forth in RFP, and there was adequate
price competition .. ,27

Equality of competition
Where (1) Government's actual needs would be satisfied under initial

RFP, (2) one offeror's minor deviation from RFP's contemplated price
scheme was not material, and (3) proposals may be evaluated on equiv-
alent basis, best course of action is for agency to award under initial
RFP to low total priced otherwise acceptable offeror 784



INDEX DIGRST 923

CONTRACTS—Continued

Negotiation—Continued
Competition—Continued

Equality of competition—Continued
Incumbent contractor's advantage Page

Agency is not required to furnish production equipment to prospective
offerors to overcome competitive advantage of incumbent which already
owns necessary equipment, since Government does not own such equip-
ment and incumbent's competitive advantage results from its prior
contracting activity and not through any action of the Government -- 501

Lacking
Evaluation of proposals improper

Agency's acquisition and evaluation of equipment furnished by firm
deemed ineligible to compete on step-one RFTP and rejection of six
proposals on basis of such evaluation constitute complete departure from
RFTP evaluation criteria. Improper evaluation precluded 60 percent of
offerors from competing on step-two solicitation to their prejudice.
However, remedial action is not possible because of termination costs
and urgency and gravity of program for which cameras are being pur-
chased 809

Testing requirements
Protester's actual objection is to provision in request for technical pro-

posals reserving to VA the right to perform benchmark in no less than
10 days and no more than 90 days from date set for submission of
offeror's technical proposal. Protester's involvement in prior procurement
with VA for UPS equipment should have made protester aware that VA
would be flexible in setting dates for benchmarking. Protester has no
basis to object to maximum time by which benchmarking was to be
performed because request for technical proposals contained no restric-
tions relating to schedule for benchmarking that favored any one offeror
over other 653

Exclusion of other firms
Source selection

Market survey, etc. adequacy
Failure in market survey to provide details of requirements to potential

vendor is not unreasonable in view of time constraints, primary reliance
on technical literature and agency contacts, and contacts with General
Services Administration which should have been able to provide expert
advice on both market place and equipment 865

Incumbent contractor
Competitive advantage

Competitive advantage of incumbent contractor need not be equalized
where advantage does not result from Government preference or unfair
action 109

Preservation of system's integrity
Reliance on significant misstatements

Concern selected for award of software services contract by National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) admits that it determined
which employees of incumbent contractor currently performing services
would be "likely to accept employment" with concern based on indirect
questioning about facts mainly relating to employes' community ties.
Manner in which concern actually conducted questioning is at complete
variance with manner questioning was represented to NASA during
negotiations leading to selection which advanced "overwhelming desire"
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Competition—Continued
Preservation of system's integrity—Continued

Reliance on signikcant misstatements—Continued pege
of employees to accept employment. Other representations made to NASA
during selection process are also at variance with methods and results
of actually conducted questioning .. 217

Award to selected concern in view of submission of significant mis-
statement to NASA would provoke suspicion and mistrust and reduce
confidence in competitive procurement system. Cf. The Franklin Insti-
tute, 55 Comp. Gen. 280 (1975), 75—2 CPD 194. Thus, recommendation
is made under Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 that selected con-
cern's proposal be excluded from cons deration for award .... 217

Prices
Protester's doubts that adequate competition existed furnish no basis

for objection to award on basis of initial proposals where there is no
showing that Armed Services Procurement Regulation (ASPR) 3-
807.1(a) (1976 ed.) criteria for adequate price competition were not
satisfied. Alleged advantage to Government as reason for opening dis-
cussions is not shown _.. 370

Agency properly did not require proposed awardee to submit certified
cost or pricing data since such data need not be submitted where price
is based on adequate price competition. Adequate price competition was
achieved where RFP permitted award to other than low-priced offeror,
price was substantial evaluation factor (30 percent), and price evaluation
was proper and did not have effect of eliminaUng price as evaluation
factor ...._..__...,. - 827

Ceiling
Possibility that ceiling price on award under software solicitation will

eliminate competition from software vendors, where purpose of ceiling
price is to assure lowest total system cost to Government, does not out-
weigh requirement that Government obtain its needs at lowest total
cost.... ...... 109

Prior delivery requirement
Requirement for prior delivery of disc system is not unreasonable

method of ascertaining reliability where time for procurement is short
and information provided is used to contact current users of system and
establish viability based on their comments - - .. - 865

Restrictions
"Administrative convenience" insufficient basis

Agency's contention that geographic restriction based on areas of re-
sponsibility of local agency field offices is necessary for purposes of ad-
ministrative control is not persuasive where record fails to show that.
close personal contact between local SBA offices and contractor is es-
sential ...-

Prequalification of offerors
Geographical location

Opinion of this Office remains unchanged from decision last year re-
garcling geographic restriction on competition adopted by Small Busi-
ness Administration (SBA). If SBA's minimum needs can be satisfied by
restriction based on regional and district boundaries, they can also be
satisfied by a restriction based on number of miles from a central point
which is less restrictive of competition 454
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Competition—Continued
Restrictions—Continued

Testing requirements
Two-step procurement Page

Benchmark testing requirement under step one of two-step formally
advertised procurement by Veterans Administration (VA) for uninter-
ruptible power supply (UPS) equipment is not, in itself, unduly restrictive
of competition. Record reveals that benchmark was reasonable method
for VA to use to ensure contractor had technical ability to provide re-
quired equipment. Contention of protester that VA should rely solely on
preshipment testing of contractor's equipment is without merit. Evidence
shows Government would incur high costs if preshipment testing in-
dicated for first time that contractor's equipment did not meet necessary
specifications 653

Sole source of supply. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Sole-source
basis)

Cost accounting standards requirements
Standard 402

Not applicable to negotiated contracts under $100,000
Contention that cost evaluation of proposal of $19,902 violates Cost

Accounting Standard 402 is without merit since Standard is not applic-
able to negotiated contracts under $100,000 151

Cost, etc., data
As evaluation factor

Lowest probable cost to Government
Where RFP excludes certain nonallowable software conversion efforts,

which will be competed under separate procurement, protest that sepa-
rate procurement may not result in lowest cost to Government is denied,
since overall effect of separate procurements is to increase competition
and thereby give Government best opportunity for obta ning lowest
cost 109

Fact that Bid Equalization Factor Clause gives offeror significant
monetary reduction for purposes of bid evaluation under step two does
not mean clause is prohibited by applicable procurement law or statute.
General Accountng Office has consistent'y interpreted language of
Federal Procurement Regulations (FPR) that award be based on price
and other factors to mean that award will be on basis of most favorable
cost to Government. Dollar amounts computed under formula set forth
in Bid Equalization clause represent foreseeable energy cost savings
becausie of increased efficiency of offering UPS equipment 653

Fnal pricing actions
As required, initial offer named three individuals to designated posi-

tions, and listed on cost or pricing data form their hourly wage rates. In
best and final offer (BAFO), hourly rates were reduced without justifi-
cation therefor. Contracting officer, concerned that unexplained price
roductions iiieant different individuals would be used, or that substantial
cost overruns were possible, rejected BAFO. Rejection was not improper
since offeror must clearly demonstrate proposal's merits, and contracting
officer's concerns were reasonable 239
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Cost, etc., data—Continued
Final pricing actions—Continued Page

Fair and equal treatment of competing offerors is not provided when,
after cutoff date for receipt of quotations, operating contractor permits
one offeror to submit price based on offeror's suggested alternate ap-
proach but does not provide competitor with opportunity to furnish
quote based on that approach

Price analysis requirement
Comparison of proposed prices with each other and with independent

Government estimate satisfies regulatory requirement that price analysis
be conducted 244

Price negotiation techniques
No significant difference is seen between process (in non-four-step pro-

curement) which permits cost adjustment of proposed costs after close
of discussions for purposes of award selection—even though no formal
adjustment of proposed contract price is made—and four-step process
which, through cost adjustment process, permits changed contract price
in line with Government-evaluated price 715

"Realism" of cost
Agency reliance on offeror's historical costs and experience under one

contract in evaluating realism of offeror's cost estimate for another (on-
tract is reasonable where record establishes similarity between fabrication
and assembly processes of items required by both contracts

Since it is fundamental that proposed costs of cost-reimbursement
contract be analyzed by Government in terms of realism, approval has
been granted to process of award selection based on Government-
adjusted costs of proposals after close of negotiations even in non-four
step procurements 715

Requirement to furnish
Whether or not contracting officer has made determination under

Federal Procurement Regulations 1—3.807—3(b) that there is adequate
price competition, there is nothing objectionable in requiring cost and
pricing data to be submitted with proposals since cited regulation
makes it discretionary with contracting officer as to when data will be
requested and data will be utilized in deciding whether proposals are
unbalanced

"Truth-in-Negotiation"
Agency properly did not require proposed awardee to submit certified

cost or pricing data since such data need not be submitted where price is
based on adequate price competition. Adequate price competition was
achieved where RFP permitted award to other than low-priced offeror,
price was substantial evaluation factor (30 percent), and price evalua-
tion was proper and did not have effect of eliminating price as evaluation
factor 827

Cost-plus-fixed-fee. (See CONTRACTS, Cost-plus, Cost-plus-fixed-fee)
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Cost-type
Technical/cost evaluations

Reasonableness Page
Since (1) selected proposal was rationally found to be in competitive

range; (2) discussions could not have been held with selected offeror in
contested areas without violating procedures; (3) appropriate discus-
sions with selected offeror were otherwise conducted; (4) protester
alleges lack of discussion with itself largely in the abstract; (5) post-
selection discussions with highest-rated offeror did not result in "level-
ing," it cannot be concluded Air Force failed to comply with requirements
of 10 U.S.C. 2304(g). Based on review of record, it is concluded that
agency-evaluated cost and technical differences between proposals of
protester and selected offei'or are rationally founded 715

Technical/cost justification
Where instructions to offerors contained in request for proposals

advises that "major consideration shall be given to technical proposals,
as well as price," there is no basis to conclude that award of cost-type con-
tract would be based solely on technical criteria 151

Cut-off date
Notice sufficiency

Contrary to protester's contention, record reveals that agency advised
protester ahead of time of established common cutoff date for submission
of second best and final offers (BAFO). Protester submitted t.imely BAFO
and initial protest letter asserted that pre-eutoff date advice was given.
Based on above, and contradictory statements by protester and agency,
protester has failed to meet burden of proof 800

Reopening negotiations
Agency included protester's first best and final offer (BAFO) in com-

petitive range as one reason for reopening negotiations because doubts
as to BAFO's acceptability were resolved in protester's favor. Reliance
on prior GAO decision and tight timeframe apparently resulted in
request for and submission of second BAFO from protester. However,
because prior GAO decision was modified, agency need not have re-
quested second BAFO where discussions macic it clear that proposal was
effectively no longer in competitive range. Failure to award to protester,
which submitted the lowest-priced second BAFO, was proper 800

Disclosure of price, etc.
Auction technique prohibition

Where (1) Government's actual needs would be satisfied under initial
RFP, (2) one offeror's minor deviation from RFP's contemplated price
scheme was not material, and (3) proposals may be evaluated on equiva-
lent basis, best course ot action is for agency to award under initial RFP
to low total priced otherwise acceptable offeror 784

Discussion requirement
Competition. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Competition, Discus-

sion with all offerors requirement)
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Discussion requirement—Continued
Reopening negotiation justification Page

Protester's contention that, by requesting it to submit second best
and final offer, agency admitted that proposal was technically acceptable
is without merit. Determination that proposal is in competitive range
does not imply that proposal is acceptable but may indicate only that it
can be improved without major revisions to point where it becomes
acceptable. Agency never advised protester that proposal was tech-
nically acceptable and states that advice to the contrary was given.
Negotiations were reopened, in part, to resolve matter of 1)1OPsalS
acceptability .,,. 80()

Evaluation factors
Cost analysis

Protester's contention that agency violated regulations by not requir-
ing prospective cost-type contractor to furnish certified cost or pricing
data and by not performing cost analysis of such data is without merit
since adequate price competition existed for procurement, and therfore
requirements for submission of cost and p1-icing data and cost analysis of
such data were not applicable . 185

Cost, etc., of changing contractors
Sole-source award for technical services to incumbent contractor is

justified where new contractor, in order to perform services adequately,
would have to learn technical history previously available only to in-
cumbent and agency cannot afford delay and risk involved in training a
new contractor. .. 3

Use of evaluation factor to reflect cost of changing contractors is not
improper even though such factor may penalize every offeror except the
incumbent since Government may legitimately take into account all
tangible costs of making particular award 501

Cost realism
Agency properly did not require proposed awardee to submit certified

cost or pricing data since such data need not be submitted where price
is based on adequate price competition. Adequate price competition was
achieved where RFP permitted award to other than low-priced offeror,
price was substantial evaluation factor (30 percent), and price evaluation
was proper and (lid not have effect of eliminating price as evaluation
factor. .. .., 827

Criteria
Acceptability of proposal

Given acceptance of Air Force's interpretation of "tried an(l true"
provisions, fact that successful offeror proposed relatively new mini-
computer—based 0(1 ii-oven technology and use within IBM Corpora-
tion----should not have disqualified proposal. Similar conclusion applies
to proposed use of preexisting compiler. "Tried and true" evaluation
standard—never identified in request for proposals (RFP) as separate
evaluation factor—is of an entirely subjective character. All offerers
should have expected that Air Force would necessarily have had to exer-
cise extremely broad discretion in evaluating offerors' efforts under
standard. Record reveals, moreover, 'that proposals were evaluated
under standard 715
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CONTRACTS—Continued

Negotiation—Continued
Evaluation factors—Continued

Criteria—Continued
Acceptability of proposal—Continued Page

Given that RFP provision on "programming languages" did not
expressly require—or prohibit—use of "high order" programming lan-
guage, that provisions of DOD Directive 5000.29 did not apply to pro-
curement, and that Air Force has refuted by force of argument alleged
automatic superiority of "high order" programming language, view of
implicit procurement requirements for "high order" language is rejecteth 715

Misleading, ambiguous and subjective
Allegation without merit

Contention that evaluation criteria arc misleading, ambiguous and
subjective is found to be without merit, because, upon review, criteria
adequately advise offerors of manner in which proposals will be evaluated
and evaluation of proposals is essentially a subjective judgment 109

Same for small and large business
In unrestricted procurement, it is improper to evaluate proposal sub-

mitted by small business differently from how proposals of large business
are evaluated 244

Delivery provisions, freight rates, etc.
Contention that one offeror failed to propose acceptable service ic-

garding 21-day delivery requirement is without merit. Agency explains
and record shows that both offerors proposed acceptable and substan-
tially similar service 784

Evaluators
Allegations of bias, unfairness, etc.

Not supported by record
Cost estimate in cost-type proposal may be properly compared, for

cvalution purposes, to fixed-price proposal so long as cost estimate is
determined to he reasonable and realistic. Protester's contention that
evaluators disregarded advantages of fixed-price proposal in making the
comparison is not supported by record 185

Factors other than price
''Risk factors''

Agency and one offeror contend that proposal, which deviates from
RFP's contemplated pricing structure, may not he accepted because
(1) all offcrors were not advised that such deviations would ho permitted,
and (2) deviation may have exposed other offeror to less risk. Conten-
tion is without merit because deviation relates to form only and record
indicates that offerors had sufficient information to make husincss judg-
ment regarding actual risk involved 784

Technical acceptability
Decision to reject schedule contractor as technically unacceptable to

perform proposed work orders solely because contractor had failed to
submit copy of extremely simple contract modification to agency order-
ing office—where contractor had timely filed contract modification with
agency headquarters and with reasonable effort ordering office could
have verified existence and contents of modification—clearly had no
reasonable basis. GAO recommends that GSA either terminate existing
orders and order Government's requirements under protester's schedule
contract, or reopen negotiations 627
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Evaluation factors—Continued
Factor other than price—Continued

Technical acceptability—Continued Page

Technical acceptability of proposals is within discretion of agency
and such determination will not be disturbed absent clear showing that
determination was unreasonable. Protester did not directly challenge or
offer any evidence to show unreasonableness of agency determination
that its proposal was technically unacceptable_.. 800

Manning requirements
Reduction

Reduction of scope of work statement not required
Agency was not required to reduce scope of work statement in solicita-

tion when it reduced estimated manning requirements. Contract awarded
did not obligate Government to pay an amount in excess of its current
funding because Government was obligated to make payments only up to
the estimated cost, which was less than the known funding limitation .... -

Method of evaluation
Defective

Allegation not supported by record
Allegation that price was improperly evaluated must fail whet-c such

allegation is directly related to assertion that technical evaluation was
also improper and it is found that technical evaluation was proper...., 347

Fixed-price a. cost-type offers
Where solicitation allows both fixed-price and cost-type proposals to

be submitted, protester should have known prior to submitting its
proposal that comparison between both types of proposals might he made
as part of evaluation process. However, since protester was not aware,
until after award, of how evaluation was made, its contentions as to
propriety of evaluation are timely raised after awarcL. .._.. .... - ........ 18i

Where 1)0th fixed-pt-ice anti cost-type proposals were solicited, agency's
determination to award cost-type contract was )roperly made after
proposals were evaluated and not before proposals were solicited, as
urged by protester ..... _.. 185

Technical proposals
Cost-type contracts

Where instructions to offerors contained in request for proposals
advises that "major consideration shall be given to technical proposals,
as well as price," there is no basis to conclude that award of cost-type
contract would be based solely on technical criteria_ ..- - .. 151

Out-of-pocket costs
COCO a. GOCO plants

Cost comparisons required by Arsenal Statute for determination
whether supplies can be obtained from Government-owned, contractor-
operated (GOCO) factories on economical basis may be made by com-
pany fixed priced offers from contractor-owned and -operated plants with
out-of-pocket cost estimates from GOCO plants and such comparisons are
not prohibited by Cost Accounting Standards Act
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Evaluation factors—Continued
Point rating

Price consideration Page

Where agency evaluates proposals by numerically scoring proposals
under each of four evaluation factors, it is not improper under circum-
stances of case for price to be scored on basis of entire "spread" of points
available, so that total available points are awarded to lowest proposeØ
price and less points, mathematically determined, are awarded to other
proposed prices 244

Where solicitation establishes price as substantially less important
than technical factors in evaluation of proposals, award of negotiated
fixed-price contract to lower priced, lower scored offeror is not improper
where agency regards competing proposals as essentially equal technically,
thereby making price the determative criterion for award 251

Price evaluation which scored proposals nearly equally did not
eliminate price as evaluation factor, since price proposals were close and
only varied by approximately 5 percent 827

Recent experience information for consideration
Where agency evaluates company experience by means of point scor-

ing, but such evaluation does not take into account most recent ex-
perience information which is in possession of agency, source selection
official should consider such information along with results of point
scoring, particularly where significantly less costly proposal is point-
scored low in prior experience hut nearly the same as competing offer in
technical area, and most current information suggests that low offeror's
prior performance problems have been cured. Since record does not
indicate that recent experience was considered, General Accounting
Office recommends that source selection official reconsider award
selection 347

Price elements for consideration
Cost estimates

Agency reliance on offeror's historical costs and experience under one
contract in evaluating realism of offeror's cost estimate for another
contract is reasonable where record establishes similarity between
fabrication and assembly processes of items required by 1)0th contracts- 185

Agency properly did not require proposed awardee to submit certified
cost or pricing data since such data need not he submitted where price is
based on adequate price competition. Adequate price competition was
achieved where RFP permitted award to other than low-priced offeror,
price was substantial evaluation factor (30 percent), and price evaluation
was proper and did not have effect of eliminating price as evaluation
factor. 827

Most advantageous technical/cost relationship
Protester was not misled by agency when its proposal for follow-on

phase of project was rejected because of high costs, because protester
should have been aware that cost would be a factor in the agency's evalu-
ation, even though agency failed to reveal its importance relative to the
technical factors. 328

Allegation that price was improperly evaluated must fail where such
allegation is directly related to assertion that technical evaluation was
also improper and it is found that technical evaluation was proper - -- 347

279—723 e — 79 — 12
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CONTRACTS—aontinued
Negotiation—Continued

Discussion requirements—Continued
Propriety of evaluation

Two-step procurement
Protest timeliness Page

Large business concern's protest against agency's evaluation of its
equipment (on basis of which small business offers were rejected as un-
acceptable) filed after closing date for receipt of step-one proposals is
timely filed where evaluation was not publicly disclosed and record does
not controvert protester's statement that it became aware of unmavor-
able evaluation only at time of issuance of step-two solicitation._ 1O9

Technical acceptability. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Evaluation
factors, Factors other than price, Technical acceptability)

"Tried and true" standard
New v. preexisting equipment/technology

Given acceptance of Air Force's interpretation of "tried and true"
provisions, fact that successful offeror proposed relatively new mini-
computer—based on proven technology and use within IBM Corpora-
tion—should not have disqualified proposal. Similar conclusion applies to
proposed use of preexisting compiler. "Tried and true" evaluation stand-
ard—never identified in request for proposals (RFP) as separate evalua-
tion factor—is of an entirely subjective character. All offerors should
have expected that Air Force would necessarily have had to exercise ex-
tremely broad discretion in evaluating offerors' efforts under standard.
Record reveals, moreover, that proposals were evaluated under Stan(lard

Evaluators. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Evaluation factors,
Evaluators)

Four-step procurement
Procedures

National Aeronautics and Space Administration v, DOD
In 1)0th National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) and

Department of I)efense (DOT)) procedures there are statements of
nee(1 to allow competitive-range offerors opportunity for discussions.
Both procedures stress need, however, to restrict discussion of technical
proposals to clarifying or substantiating proposal and specifically
prohibit discussions of technica.1 weaknesses (NASA's term) or deficiencies
(l)OD's term) relating to offeror's lack of competence, diligence, in-
ventiveness, or lack of management abilities, engineering or scientific
judgment. Both procedures also provide for independent cost projection
of "most probable" cost of doing business of offeror - 715

Fundamental principles
Departure from

Agency's conducting informal competition whereby order for data base
development was to be placed under one of two vendors' basic ordering
agreements—where no adequate written solicitation was issued—was
procedure at variance with fundamental principles of Federal negotiated
procurement, and also raises question of improper pre-qualification of
offerors. General Accounting Office (GAO) recommends that agency
review its procedures for issuing such orders and conduct any further
competition in manner not inconsistent with decision. Case is also
called to attention of General Services Administration for possible re-
vision of Federal Procurement Regulations 434
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Justification
Lacking Page

Even though small business set-aside procurement is techincally a
negotiated procurement, where contract is to be awarded solely on price,
mere fact that negotiations are desirable to enhance offeror understanding
of complex procurement does not provide legal basis for use of negotiation
procedures in lieu of small business restricted advertising, since record
does not support agency assertion that specifications aie not sufficiently
definite to permit formal advertising 501

Late proposals and quotations
Best and final offer

Procedural deficiencies in communicating
Where schedule contractors were competing for award of orders and

agency required that (1) relevant contract modifications be affected by
September 19 and (2) copies of modifications be submitted to agency's
ordering office by September 23, accepting late copy of modification or
verifying modification was effective as of September 19 would not have
amounted to acceptance of "late proposal," because there was no oppor-
tunity for offeror to materially change its offer and thereby gain unfair
competitive advantage. Copy requirement was matter of form and
waiver by Government would not have prejudiced other offerors 627

Rand carried
Late proposal sent via commercial carrier may not be considered for

award and was properly rejected 708
No provision in PPR for agency return

Return to sender of unopened proposal afteraward recommended
In absence of any guidance in Federal Procurement Regulations,

contracting officer immediately returned late proposal to offeror. General
Accounting Office recommends that proposals be held by agency, un-
opened, until after award 708

Limitation on negotiation
Propriety

No significant difference is seen between process (in non-four-step
procurement) which permits cost adjustment of proposed costs after
close of discussions for purposes of award selection—even though no
formal adjustment of proposed contract price is made—and four-step
process which, through cost adjustment process, permits changed con-
tract price in line with Government-evaluated price 715

Minimum needs
Selection process

Not prejudicial
Market survey utilization

Protester was not prejudiced by agency's failure to contact protester
directly (luring conduct of market survey since protester's equipment
(lid not meet agency's mandatory requirements 863

Notice to offeror of disqualification
Protester's contention that, by requesting it to submit second best and

final offer, agency admitted that proposal was technically acceptable is
without merit. Determination that proposal is in competitive rangc
does not imply that proposal is acceptable but may indicate only that
it can be improved without major revisions to point where it becomes
acceptable. Agency never advised protester that proposal was technically
acceptable and states that advice to the contrary was given. Negotiations
were reopened, in part, to resolve matter of proposal's acceptability- 800
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Off-the-shelf items, systems, etc.
Product reliability establishment

Current user contacts Page
Requirement for prior delivery of disc system is not unreasonable

method of ascertaining reliability where time for procurement is short
and information provided is used to contact current users of system and
establish viability based on their comments

Offeror
Qualifications. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Offers or proposals,

Qualifications of offerors)
Offers or proposals

Best and final
Additional rornids

Proposal exclusion from competitive range effect
Agency included protester's first best and final offer (BAFO) in com-

petitive range as one reason for reopening negotiations because doubts
as to BAFO's accetahilitv were resolved in protester's favor. Reliance
on prior GAO decision and tight timeframe apparently resulted in re-
quest for and submission of second BAFO from protester. However,
because prior GAO decision was modified, agency need not havc re-
quested second BAFO where discussions made it clear that proposal was
effectively no longer in competitive range. Failure to award to protester,
which submitted the lowest-priced second BAFO, was proper. - - OO

Discussions
All offerors requirement

Request for "clarification" from one offeror prior to formal technical
evaluation which results in submission of detailed data, without which
proposal would not be acceptable, constitutes discussions, thereby neces-
sitating discussions with and call for best and final offers from all offerors 47

Prices. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Prices, Best and final
offer)

Essentially equal technically
Price determinative factor

Where solicitation establishes price as substantially less important
than technical factors in evaluation of proposals, award of negotiated
ftxed-price contract to lower priced, lower scored offeror is not improper
where agency regards competing proposals as essentially equal tech-
nically, thereby making price the determinative criterior for award____ 251

Evaluation
Improper

Based on significant misstatements in proposal
Selected concern's submission of significant misstatement to NASA

about method, manner, and results of survey of incumbent employees'
willingness to accept employment with concern if successful in compe-
tition was material in evaluation leading to selection 217

Method
Not prejudicial

Where agency awards follow-on phase of research project based on
reduced scope of work, protester, whose technical proposal was evaluated
based on full scope of work, was not prejudiced since protester's proposal
was rejected only because its proposed costs were considered too high
even after cost reductions for reduced scope of work were applied 328
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Offers or proposals—Continued
Evaluation—Continued

Reasonable P*ge
Extent to which offeror's proposed course of action was adequately

justified in proposal is matter within subjective judgment of agency
procuring officials, and record affords no basis for concluding that
agency's judgment that there was sufficient justification was unreason-
able 347

Expiration
Revival

Protest action
Disappointed offeror in negotiated procurement is interested party

to file protest within meaning of section 20.1, General Accounting
Office (GAO) Bid Protest Procedures, even though proposal had al-
legedly expired, since active pursuit of protest can revive proposal__ 627

Follow-on phase of research
Cost evaluation

Protester was not misled by agency when its proposal for follow-on
phase of project was rejected because of high costs, because protester
should have been aware that cost would be a factor in the agency's
evaluation, even though agency failed to reveal its importance relative
to the technical factors 328

Irregularities in survey report submitted
Representations to NASA about methods, manner, and results of

questionng of incumbent contractor's employees are not "subject to
differing opinions" and differing results of later survey cannot reasonably
be attributed to employees' memory lapses or unwillingness to respond
to inquiries 217

Preparation
Costs

Where record shows that there is no basis to conclude that agency
actions deprived unsuccessful offeror from receiving an award to which
it was otherwise entitled, offeror would not be entitled to proposal
preparation costs 151

In view of conclusions that agency did not err in making award on
basis of initial proposals, that there was no requirement to amend RFP
for de ?ninimi.s change in requirements, and that incumbent contractor
did not have unfair competitive advantage, there is no basis to find
arbitrary and capricious action by agency necessary to support recovery
of proposal preparation costs. Claim is accordingly denied 370

Recovery
Claimant is not entitled to proposal preparation costs because agency

selection was not arbitrary 8
Prime contractor's failure to restrict solicitation to sole source does

not rise to level of arbitrary or capricious action entitling protester to
bid and proposal costs. Costs of preparing and filing protest are in any
event unallowable 527
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Offers or proposals—Continued
Prequalification of offerors

Basic ordering type agreements Page
Agency's conducting informal competition whereby order for data

base development was to be placed under one of two vendors' basic order-
ing agreements— where no adequate written solicitation was issued=
was procedure at variance with fundamental principles of Federal nego-
tiated procurement, and also raises question of improper prequalification
of offerors. General Accounting Office (GAO) recommends that agency
review its procedures for issuing such orders and conduct any further
competition in manner not inconsistent with decision. Case is also
called to attention of General Services Administration for possible
revision of Federal Procurement Icgulations 434

Prices
Reasonableness

Failure to disclose amount of ceiling p1-ice which must not he exceeded
for offerors under solicitation to be eligible fm award is not objectionable
because ceiling price is equivalent to Government estimate which will
be. used to decide i-easonableness of prices submitted and there is no
requirement that Government estimates be disclosed_. .. _.. .. ..... 109

Qualifications of offerors
Allegation of improper predetermination

Not supported by record
Where both fi.xed-price and cost-type proposals were solicited, agency's

determination to award cost-type contract was properly made after
proposals were evaluated and not before proposals were solicited, as
urged by protester . . - - 185

Experience
Agency reliance on offeroi-'s historical costs and CX1)vric'nce under one

contract in evaluating realism of offeror's cost estimate for another eon-
tiact is reasonable whei-e i-ecord establishes similarity between fabrication
and assembly processes of items required by both contracts 185

Current information
Where responsil)ility-tvpe concei-ns such as Prior company experience

al-c comparatively evaluated in negotiated procurement, rule that re-
sponsibility determinations should be based on most current information
available is also for application - _.. - 347

Rejection
Improper

I)ecision to i-eject schedule contractor as technically tmnacceptalile to
perform pi-oposed work ordei-s solely because contractot- had failed to
submit COPY of extremely simple contract modification to agency order-
ing office—where contractor had timely filed contract modification with
agency headquai-ters and with i-easonable effort ordering office could have
vet-ified existence and contents of modification—clearly had no reasonable
l)asjs. GAO recomnjc'nds that GSA either terminate existing orders and
order Government's requirements under J)rotestei-'s schedule contract,
01 reopen negotiations . .---..-.-- 627
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CONTRACTS—Continued

Negotiation—_Continued
Offers or proposals—Continued

Rejection—Continued
Notification of unsuccessful offerors Page

ASPR 2—503.1(f) requires prompt notice to unsuccessful offerors;
reasons for rejection may be given in general terms, notice requirement
is procedural, and failure to comply is not legal basis for disturbng other-
wise valid award. Notice merely stating offeror's item does not meet
specification requirements is inconsistent with spirit and purpose of regu-
lation, particularly where Agency furnishes more detailed reasons for
rejection in denying offeror's protest shortly after issuing notice of re-
jection 800

Technical proposals
Cost acceptability

Agency was not required to negotiate with protester so that it might
propose lower costs where revamping of protester's technical proposal
would have been required in order to make its cost acceptable 328

Unbalanced
Determination

Criteria
"Unbalanced Prices" clause in RFP, which was supplemented by list

of three criteria which would he utilized to determine if proposal was
unbalanced, complies with past General Accounting Office decisions that
offerors should be advised of standards or guidelines which will be em-
ployed in deciding whether prices are unbalanced 109

Utilization of cost and pricing data
Whether or not contracting officer has made determination under

Federal Procurement Regulations 1—3.807—3(b) that there is adequate
price competition, there is nothing objectionable in requiring cost and
pricing data to be submitted with proposals since cited regulation makes
it discretionary with contracting officer as to when data will he requested
and data will be utilized in deciding whether proposals are unbalancecl__ 109

Options
Generally. (See CONTRACTS, Options)

Prices
Best and final offer

Hourly rates reduced
Offer rejected

As required, initial offer named three individuals to designated posi-
tions, and listed on cost or pricing data form their hourly wage rates. In
best and final offer (BAFO), hourly rates were reduced without justifica-
tion therefor. Contracting officer, concerned that unexplained price
re(luctionS meant different individuals would be used, or that substantial
cost overruns were possible, rejected BAFO. Rejection was not improper
since offerer must clearly demonstrate proposal's merits, and contracting
officer's concerns were reasonable 239

Contracting agency's allegation, dlisputeci by protester, that oral re-
quest for best and final offers included requirement to justify price
changes from those in initial offer is not conclusive against protester, since
subsequent written request confirming oral request contained no such
advice 239
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Prices—Continued
Cost and pricing data evaluation Psge

Protester's contention that agency violated regulations by not re-
quiring prospective cost_type contractor to furnish certified cost or pricing
data and by not performing cost analysis of such data is without merit
since adequate price competition existed for procurement, and therefore
requirements for submission of cost and pricing data and cost analysis of
such data were not applicable. .. .. ..... 185

Agency and one offeror contend that proposal, which deviates from
RFP's contemplated pricing structure, may not be accepted because (1)
all offerors were not advised that such deviations would be permitted,
and (2) deviation may have exposed other offeror to less risk. Contention
is without merit because deviation relates to form only and record in-
dicates that offerors had sufficient information to make business judg-
ment regarding actual risk involved _._ _... 784

Price evaluation which scored proposals nearly equally did not elimi-
nate price as evaluation factor, since price proposals were close and only
varied by approximately 5 percent ......_ 827

Lowest overall cost to Government
Where RFP excludes certain nonallowable software conversion efforts,

which will be competed under separate procurement, protest that sepa-
rate procurement may not result in lowest cost to Government is denied,
since overall effect of separate procurements is to increase competition
and thereby give Government best opportunity for obtaining lowest
cost 109

Proposals essentially equal technically
Where solicitation establishes price as substantially less important

than technical factors in evaluation of proposals, award of negotiated
fixed-prce contract to lower priced, lower scored offeror is not improper
where agency regards competing proposals as essentially equal tech-
nically, thereby making price the determative criterion for award_ . ... 251

Pricing data. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Cost, etc., data)
Qualification of new sources

Qualifying data
Evaluation

Propriety
Nothing in NASA's "Report of Investigation" containing interviews

of selected concern's employees supports November 23, 1976, represen-
tation of concern that incumbent employees' direct responses formed
basis for numbers and categories of reported employee commitments
in event selected concern should be awarded contract . - ... -. - 217

Requests for proposals
Amendment

Required for changes in RFP
Exceptions

Protester fails to show that RFP as issued contained inaccurate
information giving incumbent contractor unfair competitive advantage.
Thrust of protest is that protester was unfairly disadvantaged by lack
of opportunity to revise its proposal after initial proposals were sub-
mittecl and it learned that 1 of 617 equipment items to be serviced had
been removed. However, de mininiis change did not require agency to
amend RFP pursuant to ASPR 3—805.4(a) (1976 ed.), nor did agency
err in making award on basis of initial proposals under ASPR 3—805.1(v)
(1976 ed.) 370
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Requests for proposals—Continued
Cancellation

Not justified Page
Where (1) Government's actual needs would be satisfied under

initial RFP, (2) one offeror's minor deviation from RFP's contem-
plated price scheme was not material, and (3) proposals may be evalu-
ated on equivalent basis, best course of action is for agency to award
under initial RFP to low total priced otherwise acceptable offeror 784

Recommended by General Accounting Office
Where Department of Labor (DOL) notifies agency that it has

determined Service Contract Act (SCA) is applicable to proposed
contract, agency must comply with regulations implementing SCA
unless DOL's view is clearly contrary to law. Since determination that
SCA applies to contract for overhaul of aircraft engines is not clearly
contrary to law, solicitation which does not include required SCA pro-
visions is defective and should be canceled. Contention that applica-
bility of SCA should be determined by Office of Federal Procurement
Policy (OFPP) does not justify agency's failure to comply with SCA
under circumstances where OFPP has not taken substantive position
on issue 501

Ceiling price
Failure to disclose

Failure to disclose amount of ceiling price which must not be exceeded
for offei'ors under solicitation to be eligible for award is not objectionable
because ceiling price is equivalent to Government estimate which will
be used to decide reasonableness of prices submitted and there is no
requirement that Govcrnment estimates he disclosed 109

Construction
Equipment verification provisions

Procurement documents in "four-step" procurement established goal
for maximum use of "tried and true" computer equipment but did not
necessarily rule out modified equipment based on preexisting technology
or new equipment if based on preexisting equipment or technology.
Documents were written broadly enough to permit use of tried tech-
nology or equipment. Under literal reading of provisions requiring
equipment verification, preexisting technology—prototype related equip-
ment—would qualify so long as technology had verified performance
characteristics 715

Reasonable interpretation
Given that RFP provision on "programming languages" did not

expressly require—or prohibit—use of "high order" programming lan-
guage, that provisions of DOD Directive 5000.29 did not apply to
procurement, and that Air Force has refuted by force or argument
alleged automatic superiority of "high order" programming language,
view of implicit procurement requirements for "high order" language
is rejeeted_... 715

Inconsistent provisions
Not established in record

Responsibility provisions in request for proposals (RFP) which require
contractor to have certain personnel "on board" by time of award hut
also provide for contractor commitment to obtain personnel for contract
performance do not conflict since latter provision refers to personnel other
than those required to be "on board." 501
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Requests for proposals—Continued
Omissions

Cost estimates
Spare parts furnished by contractor Page

Agency is not required to furnish cost estimate of spare parts in RFP
where such parts are to be principally furnished by the Government and
contractor will be reimbursed for contractor acquired parts on a normal
billing cycle so that contractor investment is minimal. However, it is
suggested that consideration be given to including such estimates in
future solicitations .,.-- 501

Protests under
Closing date

Date for receipt of initial proposals
Protest concerning requests for proposals' (RFP) price evaluation

formula and application thereof is untimely since formula was clearly
set forth in detail in RFP, alleged problems with application were
reasonably discernible from formula, and protest was not filed before
closing date f or initial proposals as required by 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b)(1)
(1977) 827

Timeliness
Filed after closing date for receipt of proposals

Allegations that solicitation included material allegedly proprietary
to protester and that it should have been issued as a small business set-
aside are untimely and ineligible for consideration where filed after
closing date for receipt of proposals. Moreover, General Accounting
Office does not generally review allegations that procurement shoul(l
have been set aside for small business in view of broad agency discretion
to make that determination ..... 244

Unsubstantiated allegations
Record does not support contention that agency suggested to protester

an allocation of personnel which exceeded agency's known l)udgetary
limitations

Protester's allegation of improprieties occurring at the negotiation
session are untimely because they were filed more than 10 days after
they occurred

Restrictive of competition
Requirement in request for proposals (RFP) that hardware vendors

must submit price for mandatory option for software conversion does not
constitute unreasonable restriction on competition, because, despite
allegation that hardware vendors are being forced into software field,
RFP contained no restriction on subcontracting . -.

Specification adequacy
Agency is not required to furnish cost estimate of sparc parts in RFP

where such parts are to he principally furnished by the Government and
contractor will be reimbursed for contractor acquired parts on a normal
billing cycle so that contractor investment is minimal. However, it is
suggested that consideration be given to including such estimates in
future solicitations
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Requests for proposals—Continued
Specification requirements

Information
Specificity Page

As practical matter, it would have been impossible to have obtained
from competitive-range offerors detailed information needed to evaluate
life-cycle costs down to module level since design of software to module
level would not occur until after award 715

Unbalanced proposal submission
"Unbalanced Prices" clause in RFP, which was supplemented by list

of three criteria which would be utilized to determine if proposal was
unbalanced, complies with past General Accounting Office decisions that
offerors should be advised of standards or guidelines which will be em-
ployed in deciding whether prices are unbalanced 109

Requests for quotations
Evaluation criteria

Although it would have been proper to cancel solicitation and make
sole-source award when sole-source requirement is discovered after
receipt of responses to request for quotations (RFQ), award to sole-
source supplier under RFQ was not prejudicial to other competitor since
ultimately the same result would have been attained and RFQ did not
set forth any particular basis (such as price) for award, so that award
cannot be said to have violated award criteria 527

Selection process v. procurement
Determination of minimum needs

Protester was not prejudiced by agency's failure to contact protester
directly during conduct of market survey since protester's equipment
did not meet agency's mandatory requirements 865

Small business concerns. (See CONTRACTS, Awards, Small business
concerns)

Sole-source basis
Determination and findings

One known source
Propriety of determination

Protest against sole-source awards is denied where agency performed
adequate market survey and record establishes that awardees were only
known firms with equipment capable of meeting agency's requirements - 865

Justification
Materials to be tested may be purchased sole-source from only ap-

proved producer 527
Delay and technical risk involved

Sole-source award for technical services to incumbent contractor is
justified where new contractor, in order to perform services adequately,
would have to learn technical history previously available only to
incumbent and agency cannot afford delay and risk involved in training
a new contractor 3
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CONTB.ACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Sole-source basis—Continued
Reprocurement

Default termination of original contract
Queston concerning propriety of sole—source award of reprocurenwut

contract is within General Accounting Office (GAO) bid protest jurisdic-
tion, since GAO considers if award was made in accordance with applic-
able procedures, and does not consider either propriety of termination
of original contract or whether contracting officer met duty to mitigate
reprocurement costs, 1)0th of which are properly for consideration by
l)Oards of contract appeals ....... ..... 703

Source selection
Market survey utilization

Failure in market survey to provide details of requirements to p0-
tential vendor is not unreasonable in view of time constraints, prnnary
reliance on technical literature and agency contacts, and contacts with
General Services Administration which should have been able to pro-
vide expert advice on both market place and equipment

Specifications. (See CONTRACTS, Specifications)
Subcontracts

Propriety of negotiation
Fair and equal treatment of competing offerors is not provided when,

after cutoff date for receipt of quotations, operating contractor permits
one offeror to submit price based on offerer's suggested alternate ap-
proach but does not provide competitor with opportunity to furnish
quote based on that approach ..... .. - 759

Termination. (See CONTRACTS, Termination)
Two-step procurement

Coin petition sufficiency
Small business set-asides

Award under two-step formally advertised procurement restricted as
total small business set-aside may l)e made where there are only two
small business offerois whose step-one technical proposals were found
acceptable and were eligible to compete on step-two invitation for bids -. 809

First step
Benchmark testing

Time limitations
Language concerning minimum time in which to schedule benchmark-

ing should be eliminated from future solicitations. Agency merely needs to
state that it has right to perform benchmark within resonably prac-
ticable time not to exceed whatever time period required by circum-
stances of procurement ..... - - 653

Technical approaches
Evaluation criteria

Fact that Bid Equalization Factor Clause gives offeror significant
monetary reduction for purposes of bid evaluation under step two does
not mean clause is prohibited by applicable procurement law or statute.
General Accounting Office has consistently interpreted language of
Federal Procurement Regulations (FPR) that award be based on price
and other factors to mean that award will be on basis of most favorable
cost to Government. Dollar amounts computed under formula set forth
in Bid Equalization clause represent foreseeable energy costs savings be-
cause of increased efficiency of offering UPS equipment 653
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Negotiation—Continued

Two-step procurement—Continued
One offer acceptable Page

Record indicates only one step-one offeror was benchinarked. Since
FPR provides for discontinuance of two-step method of procurement
after evaluation of step-one technical proposals, VA should consider can-
cellation of IFB issued under step two and instead negotiate price with
only offeror 653

Technical proposal acceptability
Benchmark, etc., requirements

Veterans Administration is allowed to set its own minimum needs for
UPS equipment based on computer hardware to be supplied by such
equipment, prevailing electrical environment at its computer site, and
availability of back-up computer capacity. Consequently, VA can also
conduct its own benchmarking to insure offeror has technical ability to
fulfill VA's particular minimum needs. VA need not take into account
fact that protester passed benchmark test for recent UPS procurement
by General Services Administration 653

Evaluation criteria
Failure to apply

Agency's acquisition and evaluation of equipment furnished by firm
deemed ineligible to compete on step-one RFTP and rejection of six
proposals on basis of such evaluation constitute complete departure
from RFTP evaluation criteria. Improper evaluation precluded 60 per-
cent of offerors from competing on step-two solicitation to their prejudice.
However, remedial action is not possible because of termination costs
and urgency and gravity of program for which cameras are being pur-
chased
Offer and acceptance

Acceptance
Delays

Where low bidder initially refused to revive its expired bid, unless bid
was corrected upward because of mistake, bid may not be accepted sub-
sequently when bidder decides to waive its mistake. Award, if otherwise
proper, may be made to second low bidder whose bid was promptly re-
vived at request of agency 228

Effect
Scope of contractor's obligation

Where solicitation language does not require submission of information
concerning preventive maintenance prior to award, bidder's insertion of
bid price in invitation for bids for such maintenance constitutes an offer
to provide the required maintenance and acceptance of bid results in
binding obligation to perform in accordance with Government's re-
quirements 395

What constitutes acceptance
Where solicitation provides that written acceptance of offer otherwise

furnished to bidder within bid acceptance period shall result in binding
contract and bidder took no exception to provision in its bid, contract was
effective on timely issuance of telegraphic notice of award and bidder's
assertion of mistake to procuring activity after issuance of notice was
therefore allegation made after award 468



944 DEX DIGEST

CONTIACTS—Continued
Offer and acceptance—Continued

Communication of offer requirement
Compliance Page

In negotiated procurement where schedule contractors were competing
for award of orders for particular project, circumstances indicate that
l)rotester adequately communicated its offer to perform work, though it
(li(l not timely sul)mit copy of modification to its contract as required.
Agency was obligated to exert reasonable efforts to verify existence and
contents of contract modification .....,.... 627
Options

Exercisable at sole discretion of Government
Review by GAO

Where agency awards contracts to several contractors to perform initial
phase of research project and then essentially conducts cost and tech-
nical competition to (lecide which of them will be selected to continue
project, General Account ng Office (GAO) will review agency's refusal
to select particular contractor. Rule that GAO will not review protest of
agency's refusal to exercise a contract option is not applicalde
Payments

Advance
Lessor's capital cost at beginning of lease

Agency's annual appropriation is not available for payment of equip-
ment lessor's entire capital cost at commencement of lease, and con-
sequently low bid for lease of telephone equipment for 10 years which
requires payment of bidder's capital costs at the outset of lease is propcrly
rejected as requiring an advance payment contrary to law......

Limitation
Advance payments authorized by statute and implementing regitla-

tions are financing tool used where no other means of contract financing
are available; a bid conditioned upon the receipt of advance payments
would be required to be rejected pursuant to Federal Procurement
Regulations 1—30.407(b)

Prohibition
Applicability

Cost of special equipment acquired to perform major construction
contract may be paid as incurred under mobilization and preparatory
work clause without violating statute prohibiting advance payments.
Moreover, Government's interests appear to be protected in case of
termination for convenience ...... i97

Service contracts
Installation costs of telephone equipment are expenses properly in-

cicrred during fiscal year in which contract was awarded and properly
could be paid from annual appropriation availal de for such purpose for
that fiscal year; however, had bidder unbalanced its bid by including
the capital cost of its equipment in the installation cost, contracting
officer would not be authorized to accept the bid because such costs would
be far in excess of reasonable value of the installation services performed!
and payment would be in violation of 31 U.S.C. 529 89



INDEX DIGEST 945

CONTRACTS—Continued
Payments—Continued

Progress
First payment

Inclusion of total performance or payment bond premiums Page
Reimbursement to Government contractors of the total amount of

paid performance and payment bond premiums in the first progress pay-
ment can be authorized by amending the relevant Armed Services Pro-
curement Regulation and Federal Procurement Regulations clauses to
specifically so provide. Such reimbursements are not payments for future
performance, but are reimbursements to the contractor fr his costs in
providing a surety satisfactory to the Government as required by law,
and therefore, are not prohibited by 31 U.S.C. 529. Prior Comptroller
General decisions, clarified 25

Prompt payment discount. (See CONTRACTS, Discounts)
Releases

Effect
Contractor, having mistakenly failed to reserve claims against the

Government in general release, may nevertheless have claims considered
on merits since contracting officer knew of contractor's active interest in
larger claims and prior to payment was informed of error by contractor__ 407
Personal services. (See PERSONAL SERVICES, Contracts)
Prices

"Best possible price''
Reprocurement

Default termination of original contract
Contracting officer acted reasonably in awarding reprocurement con-

tract to next low bidder on original procurement having equipment
available to perform needed services at price not in excess of that bIdder's
original bid since agency had urgent requirement for immediate repro-
curement and under circumstances prior bids could be considered accept-
able measure of what competition would bring 703

Cost, etc., data
Negotiated procurements. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Cost,

etc., data)
Privity —

Subcontractors
Award "for" Government

One exception to General Accounting Office (GAO) general policy of
not reviewing award of subcontracts by Government prime contractors
is for awards made "for" Department of Energy (DOE) by prime man-
agement contractors who operate and manage DOE facilities, and
although these prime contractors may engage in variations from the
practices and procedures governing direct awards by Federal Govern-
ment, general basic principles pertaining to contracts awarded directly
by Federal procurement (Federal norm) provide the standard against
which award actions are measured 527

Where Department of Energy (DOE) contract with prime manage-
ment contractor for operation and management of DOE facilities
requires contractor to award subeontracts on basis of fair and equal
treatment of all competitors, the "Federal norm" provides an appro-
priate frame of reference for determining if fair and equal treatment has
been provided in specific situations 759
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protests

Abeyance pending contract appeals board action
Incumbent contractor's protest concerning ambiguities in invitation for

bids (IFB) will not be considered by General Accounting Office where
claims based on same issues were previously filed by incumbent con-
tractor under identical contractual provisions as those protested and
are currently pending before contract appeals board

Administrative actions
Filing protest

"Adverse agency action" conclusion
If protester's February 18 objections to intended Navy action, sub-

sequent phone calls and conferences are not to be considered filing of
protest, March 31 protest is untimely since ified more than 10 days after
basis of protest about nonsolicitation irregularity was known. If Feb-
ruary 18 objections are considered to be protest then it is clear Navy's
simultaneous oral rejection of protests on February 18 or March 1 con-
stitUte(l initial adverse agency action from which protester had 10 (lays
within which to file protest, which norm was not met

Although protester apparently considered contracting officer's initial
adverse action to be ill-founded or inadequately explained, leading pro-
tester to appeal to higher agency level, it was nevertheless obligatory
that protest be filed within 10 days after initial adverse action. Related
ground of protest against failure to obtain delegation of procurement
authority is also untimely filed ....___.... 140

Administrative reports
Failure by GAO to request

Reconsideration request
Fact v. law basis

General Accounting Office (GAO) Bid Protest Procedures contemplate
that requests for reconsideration of bid protest decisions are to be re-
solved as promptly as possible. Therefore, where it appears from record
and submission of party requesting reconsideration that prior decision is
not legally erroneous, GAO will decide reconsideration request without
requesting comments from procuring agency. Issuance of decision Un(Ier
such circumstances is not premature or unfair to party requesting recon-
sideration which states it expected to receive copy of agency response
and have opportunity to reply thereto ---.--

Timeliness
Agency report on protest filed within 25 working days is within guide-

lines of General Accounting Office Bid Protest Procedures, which antici-
pate that report will he filed within that time period........ ........ 251

Agency delay in filing response to protest is procedural matter, not
affecting merits of protest. Response to protest cannot be disregarded
on this basis .. .... 827

Allegations
Agency destruction of workpapers, etc.

Not prejudicial
Documents destroyed by agency appear to have been workpapers of

technical panel which were incorporated into formal comments of tech-
nical panel that were provided to protester. Therefore, protester was
not prejudiced by this action 827
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CONTRACTS—Continned
Protests—Continued

Allegations—Continued
Conflict in statements of contractor and contracting agency Page

Contrary to protester's contention, record reveals that agency advised
protester ahead of time of established common cutoff date for submission
of second best and final offers (BAFO). Protester submitted timely
BAFO and initial protest letter asserted that pre-cutoff date advice was
given. Based on above, and contradictory statements by protester and
agency, protester has failed to meetburden of proof 800

Not supported by record
Protest based on allegations of statutory and regulatory violations,

without meaningful explanation as to why or how the violations exist,
is without merit. 271

Contention that personnel exceeded budget limitation
Record does not support contention that agency suggested to pro-

tester an allocation of personnel which exceeded agency's known budg-
etary limitations

Improprieties allegation
Protester's allegation of improprieties occurring at the negotiation

session are untimely because they were filed more than 10 days after
they occurred

Authority to consider
General Accounting Office rendering decisions on bid protests does not

violate separation of powers doctrine 615
Agency records not released to protester

General Accounting Office will consider all documents filed by agency
in deciding protest, even though agency withheld certain documents
from protester pursuant to Freedom of Information Act 827

Appeal before Contract Appeals Board
Incumbent contractor's protest concerning ambiguities in invitation

for bids (IFB) will not be considered by General Accounting Office
where claims based on same issues were previously filed by incumbent
contractor under identical contractual provisions as those protested and
are currently pending before contract appeals board 431

Grant procurements
General Accounting Office will take jurisdiction to review complaint

against an award of a contract by grantee, which is recipient of Depart-
ment of housing and Urban Development bloc grant 872

Reprocurement due to contract default
Question concerning propriety of sole-source award of reprocurement

contract is within General Accounting Office (GAO) bid protest jurisdic-
tion, since GAO considers if award was made in accordance with ap-
plieal)le procedures, and does not consider either propriety of termination
of original contract or whether contracting officer met duty to mitigate
reprocurement costs, both of which are properly for consideration by
hoards of contract appeals 703

279—723 0 — 79 —13
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protests—Continued

Award approved
Prior to resolution of protest Page

Where contracting officer, through the regular course of mail, receives
before award copy of protest transmitted to General Accounting Office
(GAO), agency is on notice of protest and should comply with Federal
Procurement Regulations (FPR) provision for award after notice of
protest, notwithstanding absence of formal notification of protest from
GAO. No consideration by GAO is required where agency failed to
comply with procedural requirement of FPR in making award alter
notice of protest, since validity of award was not thereby affected_ ..... 361

Conflict in statements of contractor and contracting agency
Contracting agency's allegation, disputed by protester, that oral

request for best and final offers included requirement to justify price
changes from those in initial offer is not conciusive against protester,
since subsequent written request confirming oral request contained no
such advice ......... 239

Protest before or after award
It is concluded that protester was specifically informed on February 18,

1977, of Navy's intent to modify contract in ways which were later made
subject of March 31 protest notwithstanding that, as of February 18,
Navy contracting office had not received internal Navy document de-
scribing modification and that some details of intended modification- -.
unrelated to basic grounds of protest—were later changed ........ 140

Contracting officer's affirmative responsibility determination
General Accounting Office review discontinued

Exceptions
Fraud

Ground of protest questioning finding that prospective awardee is
responsible will not be considered since neither fraud on part of procur-
ing agency is alleged nor "definitive" responsibility criteria are involved..

General Accounting Office (GAO) does not review grantee's affirmative
determination of responsibility unless fraud has been alleged or solicita-
tion contains definitive responsibility criteria which have allegedly not
been applied. This is consistent with position of GAO in Federal procure-
ment area... ..

To determine arbitrary rejection of bid
Allegation concerning bidder's capacity to perform involves question

of responsibility. While General Accounting Office (GAO) will review
protests involving agency determinations of nonresponsihility in order
to provide assurance against arbitrary rejection of bids or proposals,
affirmative determinations generally are not for review by GAO since
such determinations are based in large measure on subjective judgments
of agency officials .... ... .-_ 361

"Defensive protests"
Basic concepts evident from review of cases holding protesters need

not file "defensive protests" are: (1) protesters need not file protests if
interests are not being threatened under then-relevant factual scheme;
and (2) unless agency conveys its intended action (or finally refuses to
convey its intent) on position adverse to protester's interest, protester
cannot be charged with knowledge of basis of protest
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protests—Continued

"Four-step" source selection procedures
Negotiated procurements Page

Since (1) selected proposal was rationally found to be in competitive
range; (2) discussions could not have been held with selected offeror in
contested areas without violating procedures; (3) appropriate discus-
sions with selected offeror were otherwise conducted; (4) protester
alleges lack of discussion with itself largely in the abstract; (5) post-
selection discussions with highest-rated offeror did not result in
"leveling," it cannot be concluded Air Force failed to comply with
requirements of 10 U.S.C. 2304(g). Based on review of record, it is
concluded that agency-evaluated cost and technical differences between
proposals of protester and selected offeror are rationally founded 715

General Accounting Office function
General Accounting Office rendering decisions on bid protests does

not violate separation of powers doctrine 615
Interested party requirement
Air carrier who was at all times eligible for contract to perform

charter flights is interested party under bid protest procedures 401
Disappointed offeror in negotiated procurement is interested party to

file protest within meaning of section 20.1, General Accounting Office
(GAO) Bid Protest Procedures, even though proposal had allegedly
expired, since active pursuit of protest can revive proposal 627

Merits
Consideration of untimely protest

Impact on timely issues
Untimely is ue of whether price evaluation formula eliminated price

as evaluation factor will be considered only to extent that it impacts
on timely issue relating to adequacy of price competition to invoke
exemption to cost or pricing data requirements

Moot, academic, etc., questions
Protcst against possible award to lowest bidder, which allegedly sub-

mitted unrealistically low bid under which performance in compliance
with solicitation's manning requirements and applicable Department
of Labor wage determination is not possible without sustaining huge
losses, will not be addressed because procuring activity found low bid
nonresponsive and ineligible for award because bidder failed to submit
amendmentsto solicitation withits bid 480

Negotiation
Requests for proposals

Protests under
Closing date

Date for receipt of initial proposals
Contention that evaluation criteria concering experience restricted

competition and favored incumbent contractor is untimely because cri-
teria were listed in RFP, and protest should have been, but was not, filed
before closing date for initial proposals

Non-appropriated fund activities
Where statute autorizes imposition of surcharge on sales of goods sold

in commissaries and provides for specific use of funds collected, such funds
are appropriated and subject to settlement by General Accounting Office
(GAO). Therefore, GAO will consider bid protest involving procurement
funded by commissary surcharge fund. Prior decisions are overruled 311
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protestsontinued

Notice
What constitutes

To contracting officers
Whore contracting officer, through the regular course of mail, receives

before award copy of protest transmitted to General Accounting Office
(GAO), agency is on notice of protest and should comply with Federal
Procurement Regulations (FPR) provision for award after notice of
protest, notwithstanding absence of formal notification of protest from
GAO. NC) consideration by GAO is required where agency failed to com-
ply with procedural requirement of FI'R in making award after notice of
protest, since validity of award was not thereby affecte& - .. .. _....

Options
Pricing

Not mentioned in IFB
Both invitation for bids' (IFB) "Schedule" and "Storage Facilities"

provisions clearly provided that Air Force might award under "storage
credits" pricing option notwithstanding lack of mention of pricing option
in IFB clause entitled "Evaluation Factors For Award."....

"Storage credits"
Protester was not prejudiced by Air Force's failure to disclose that

award under "storage credits" pricing option might 1w decided, in l)art,
by results of "storage credits" bids under other solicitations. Moreover,
since Government. could not disclose Government's cost estimate of con-
struction of storage facility to be built by use of offered storage credits,
and given clear right of Government to determine reasonableness of sub-
mitted l)ids by appropriate information, use of separate bidding results
to determine award is not objectionable. Analogy is made to "stepladder"
bidding procedure .. -

Persons, etc., qualified to protest
Interested parties

Bidders/offerors on original procurement
Reprocurement on default termination

Bidd('r on original procurement is interested party under GAO Bid
Protest Procedures so as to 1w able to protest sole-source negotiated re-
procmiemnent of original contract__.,. ......... .._..._... —.. 703

Premature
Basic concepts evident from review of cases holding protesters need

not file "defensive protests" are: (1) protesters need not file protests if
interests are not being threatened under then-relevant factual scheme;
and (2) unless agency conveys its intended action (or finally refuses to
convey its intent) on position adverse to protester's interest, protester
cannot be charged with knowledge of basis of protest _..

Preparation
Costs

Noncompensable
Claim for anticipated profits and for cost of pursuing bid protest is

rejected.. __..... -
Prime contractor's failure to restrict solicitation to sole source does not

rise to level of arbitrary or capricious action entitling protester to bid and
proposal costs. Costs of preparing and filing protest are in any event
unallowable 527
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protests—Continued

Procedures
Bid Protest Procedures

Administrative reports
Timeliness Page

Agency report on protest filed within 25 working days is within guide-
lines of General Accounting Office Bid Protest Procedures, which antici-
pate that report will be filed within that time period 251

Furnishing information on protests
Rebuttal by interested parties

Contention by interested party (successful offeror) that its ability to
respond to protest was hampered because protest correspondence was
erroneously sent to branch office rather than company headquarters is
without merit where different representatives of company gave con-
flicting instructions as to where correspondence should be sent, and in
any event company had more than normal 10 working days in which to
prepare its comments 627

Improprieties and timeliness
Protest against alleged solicitation defect is untimely filed under

General Accounting Office's Bid Protest Procedures notwithstanding
protester's asserted lack of knowledge of defect, and issue is not con-
sidered under exception as "significant" because it does not affect class
of procurements 103

Reconsideration
Error of fact or law basis

General Accounting Office (GAO) Bid Protest Procedures contem-
plate that requests for reconsideration of bid protest decisions are to be
resolved as promptly as possible. Therefore, where it appears from record
and submission of party requesting reconsideration that prior decision
is not legally erroneous, GAO will decide reconsideration Tequest without
requesting comments from procuring agency. Issuance of decsion under
such circumstances is not premature or unfair to party Lequesting re-
consideration which states it expected to receive copy of agency response
and have opportunity to reply thereto 395

New contentions
Procuring agency untimely fied additional basis upon which recon-

sideration of merits of earlier decision is requested. Since additional basis
was not filed timely as required by section 20.9 of Bid Protest Procedures,
GAO declines to reconsider that aspect of earlier decision 615

Standing to protest
"Interested" party

Air carrier who was at all times eligible for contract to perform charter
flights is interested party under bid protest procedures 401

Time for filing
Date basis of protest made known to protester

Contention—that Government-stuffed-container factor of 10 percent
instead of 24 percent should have been used to evaluate price proposals—
was not raised within 10 working days after basis of protest was known;
therefore, it is untimely under 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (2) (1977) and will not be
considered on merits 784

Argument that discussions were not meaningful is timely since it was
not known until protestor received certain documents pursuant to
Freedom of Information Act request, and argument was raised within 10
days of that time 827
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protests—Continued

Procedures—Continued
Bid Protests Procedures—Continued

Time for filing—Continued
Reconsideration request Page

Request for reconsideration filed by agency more than 10 working days
after actual notice of General Accounting Office (GAO) decision was
received is untimely. However, prior decision is explained in view of
apparent need for clarification .... 567

Procuring agency filed timely request that General Accounting Office
(GAO) reconsider prior decision but did not timely file required detailed
statement concerning factual or legal basis to modify or overturn prior
decision. Since detailed statement was not timely filed as required by
section 20.9 of Bid Protest Procedures, GAO declines to reconsider earlier
decision -•. ..... 615

Significant procurement issue exception— applicability
None of issues found to be untimely are significant issues which could

be considered notwithstanding their untirneliness_ - .. . . ...... 827
Solicitation improprieties

Portion of protest concerning procuring activity's treatment of pro-
tester's bids in response to earlier solicitations which are not the subject
of the protest here in question will not he addressed.. -. 686

Protester's contention that second solicitation's specific acquisition of
data clause (lid not meet Government's actual needs involves an alleged
impropriety in the solicitation which was apparent prior to hid opening
and since protester first raised issue with agency after bid opening it is
untimely raised under 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (1) .. 861

Two-step procurement
Protest by large business concern against solicitation restricting pro-

curement as total small business set-aside, on basis that there were
insufficient small business competitors, filed after closing (late for
receipt of step-one technical proposals is untimely filed under General
Accounting Office Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. 20.2(h) (1977 ed.)_.. 809

Waiver
Interested party timely requested that GAO reconsider earlier decision

and, before expiration of time for filing reconsideration request, such
party was expressly granted extension to file required detailed statement.
Although Bid Protest Procedures do not permit waiver of section 20.9's
time limit for ffling reconsideration, in circumstances GAO will consider
merits of reconsideration request. For future, reconsideration requests
must be filed within prescribed time limit and there will be no exceptions 615

Contracting agency requirements
Agency's noncompliance

Not prejudicial
Neither Naval Regional Procurement Office Instruction 4200.30B

nor l)AR 2—407.8(a) (1) requires that a written protest be responded to
in writing prior to award and since protest has been decided on its merits
protester has not been prejudiced by absence of written agency response
to its protest concerning the second solicitation prior to award 861
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protests—Continued

Responsibility of small business concerns to perform contract
Conclusive determination vested in SBA Page

Protest by small business against contracting officer's determination
of nonresponsibility because of lack of tenacity and perseverance is dis-
missed since, pursuant to recent amendment of Small Business Act,
Public Law 95—89, section 501, 91 Stat. 553, the matter has been referred
for final disposition by Small Business Administration 31

Timeliness
Basis of protest

Constructive notice
Although protester hedges admission that it was aware—as of

March 30—that "grounds of protest would exist" if Navy modified con-
tract as it intended, fact that protester actually filed protest on March 31
goes against protester's argument that companies need not file "defensive
protests." In any event, information conveyed by Navy on March 30 was
no more than that which had been conveyed in February 18 conference
about intended modification 140

Date made known to protester
If protester's February 18 objections to intended Navy action, subse-

quent phone calls and conferences are not to be considered filing of pro-
test, March 31 protest is untimely since filed more than 10 days after
basis of protest about nonsolicitation irregularity was known. If Febru-
ary 18 objections are considered to be protest then it is clear Navy's
simultaneous oral rejection of protests on February 18 or March 1 con-
stituted initial adverse agency action from which protester had 10 days
within which to file protest, which norm was not met 140

Although protester apparently considered contracting officer's initial
adverse action to be ill-founded or inadequately explained, leading pro-
tester to appeal to higher agency level, it was nevertheless oinigatory
that protest be filed within 10 days after initial adverse action. Related
ground of protest against failure to obtain delegation of procurement
authority is also untimely filed 140

Doubtful
Protest against sole-source procurements is timely since doubt as to

date on which protester knew or should have known protest basis is re-
solved in favor of protester in absence of objective evidence to contrary__ 865

Burden of proof
Evidence sufficiency

Large business concern's protest against agency's evaluation of its
equipment (on basis of which small business offers were rejected as un-
acceptable) filed after closing date for receipt of step-one proposals is
timely filed where evaluation was not publicly disclosed and record does
not controvert protcster's statement that it became aware of unfavorable
evaluation only at time of issuance of step-two solicitation 809

Effect of request for debriefing
Argument that Government should have held oral negotiations on

price when it discovered that both offerors proposed prces lower than
Government estimate is timely, since protester could not have known of
basis until debriefing, and issue was raised within 10 days of debriefing - 827
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protests—Continued

Timeliness—Continued
Negotiated c ntracts

Date basis of protest made known Page
\\rhere agency ordering office's unconventional negotiate' solicitatmn

document required schedule contractors to furnish copies of already effec-
tive contract modifications by specific time, but did not warn that failure
to comply would eliminate contractor from consideration for award of
orders, protest by contractor following its elimination from procurement
is not "based upon" any apparent solicitation impropriety. Rather, pro-
test was timely filed within 10 working days after protester knew basis
for protest—elimination from procurement for failure to furnish copy of
contract modification__ - _... .. (27

Award on initial proposal basis
Protest after submission of initial proposals objecting to award on

basis of initial proposals and agency's failure to amend request for pro-
posals (RFP) is not untimely, because protest is not directe(l at any ap-
parent impropriety in RFP, but at conduct of procurement after initial
proposals were received ...._. - 370

Where offeror received information on July 25 leading it to inquire
whether agency would amend RFP, waited for promised response, and
protested within 10 working (lays after it was told on August 25 that
award was being made on basis of initial proposals, protest is not un-
timely. Basis for protest was not known until agency responded to July
inquiry, and delay in agency response is not so great that agency inac-
tion charged protester with knowledge of basis for protest prior to
August25 ... .. 370

Ealuation method unknown
Where solicitation allows both fixed-price and cost-type proposals to

be submitted, protester should have known prior to submitting its
proposal that comparison between both types of proposals might he
made as part of evaluation process. however, since protest('r was not
aware, until after award, of how evaluat on was made, its contentions
as to propriety of evaluation are timely raised after awar(1. . ...... .. l3

Negotiation procedure improprieties
Apparent prior to closing date for best and final offers

Protest that oral negotiations should have been held due to size,
complexity, and potential 5-year duration of procurement is untimely
since it was not ified, at latest, within 10 days of closing date for best
and final offers ...-. .... - 27

Reconsideration
On merits

Interested party timely requested that GAO reconsider earlier deci-
sion and, before expiration of time for fi.ling reconsideration request,
such party was expressly granted extension to file required detailed
statement. Although Bid Protest Procedures do not permit waiver of
section 20.9's time limit for filing reconsideration, in circumstances GAO
will consider merits of reconsideration request. For future, reconsidera-
tion requests must be filed within prescribed time limit and there will
be no exceptions 615
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protests—Continued

Timeliness—Continued
Significant issue exception

Lacking Page
Protest against alleged solicitation defect is untimely filed under Gen-

eral Accounting Office's Bid Protest Procedures notwithstanding pro-
tester's asserted lack of knowledge of defect, and issue is not considered
under exception as "significant" because it does not affect class of
procurements 103

Small business set-aside
Administrative determination

Not for GAO review
Allegations that solicitation included material allegedly proprietary

to protester and that it should have been issued as a small business set-
aside are untimely and ineligible for consideration where filed after closing
date for receipt of proposals. Moreover, General Accounting Office does
not generally review allegations that procurement should have been
set aside for small business in view of broad agency discretion to make
that determination 244

Restriction
Protest by large business concern against solicitation restricting

procurement as total small business set-aside, on basis that there were
insufficient small business competitors, filed after closing date for receipt
of step-one technical propoaals is untimely filed under General Ac-
counting Office Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (1977 ed.)-. 809

Solicitation improprieties
Apparent prior to closing date for receipt of proposals

Contention, first made after closing date for receipt of initial pro-
posals, that cost factor should have been added to offeror's prices to
represent greater risk of loss and damage is untimely under 4 C.F.R.
20.2(b)(1) (1977) and will not be considered on merits since alleged
solicitation defect was not protested prior to closing date for receipt
of initial proposals 784

Apparent prior to closing date for step-one proposals
Two-step procurement

Protest by Federal Supply Service (FSS) contractor, alleging pro-
curement should have been effected under FSS, filed after closing date
for receipt of step-one proposals is untimely filed and not for considera-
tion on merits. Fact that procuring activity's requirements were not
being purchased from FSS was apparent from Commerce Business Daily
Notice and from face of step-one solicitation 809

Large business concern's protest against agency's evaluation of its
equipment (on basis of which small business offers were rejected as un-
acceptable) filed after closing date for receipt of step-one proposals is
timely filed whcre evaluation was not publicly disclosed and record
does not controvet protestor's statement that it became avare of
unfavorable evaluation only at time of issuance of step-two solicitation - 809

Protest questioning propriety of retaining set-aside restriction after
evaluation of step-one technical proposals, filed after closing date for
receipt of proposals is timely filed because price reasonableness in two-
step formally advertised procurement cannot be determined until after
bid opening under step-two solicitation 809
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Protests—Continued

Upheld
Bidder's option to accept award

Conditioned acceptance
Effect Page

Invitation for bids (IFB) provided that performance period was from
March 15, 1977, or 5 days after award, if later, until March 14, 1978.
Bidder confirmed bid on August 15, 1977, after General Accounting
Office (GAO) decision upholding its preaward bid protest and during
GAO review of another firm's request for reconsideration of that deci-
sion, on condition that award be for performance period of 1 year from
award. Bid was thereby rendered ineligible for acceptance, since award
of contract pursuant to advertising statutes must be on same terms
offered all bidders, and various IFB clauses cited by bidder concern
post-award situations ... _.... 125

Although bids under canceled IFB expired (luring GAO consideration
of protest against cancellation, where GAO decision recommends rein-
statement of IFB, successful bidder may still, at its option, accept
award thereunder _.... ... 125
Releases

Finality of release
Contractor, having mistakenly failed to reserve claims against the

Government in general release, may nevertheless have claims considered
on merits since contracting officer knew of contractor's active interest in
larger claims and prior to payment was informed of error by contractor.. 407
Requirements

Estimated amounts basis
Estimated peak monthly requirements (EPMR) for items were not

halved when items were divided into set-aside and non-set-aside l)ortioIIS,
hut rather total EPMR was listed as EPMR of each subitem. Invitation
for bids (IFB) required that offeror's listed monthly supply potential must
able to cover total EPMR's for which offeror was low. Therefore, it was
improper and not consistent with IFB to total EPMR's for subitems in
bid evaluation -. --,...---......---....--.- 484

Best information available
Lse of estimated needs instead of precise actual needs is not ohjec-

tional,le where solicitation is for multi-year requirements contract and
agency states it cannot determine its needs with precision hut has based
its estimates on best available information_. 501

Multi-year procurement
Cancellation ceiling

Adjustment
Agency is not required to adjust cancellation ceiling in multi-year

requirements contract after first year's estimated quantities are reduced
even though such adjustments might result in lower overall prices - 501
Research and development

Initial production awards
Selection of contractor to continue research project

Review by General Accounting Office
Where agency awards contracts to several contractors to perform

initial phase of research project and then essentially conducts cost and
technical competition to decide which of them will be selected to continue
Project, General Accounting Office (GAO) will review agency's refusal
to select particular contractor. Rule that GAO will not review protest of
agency's refusal to exercise a contract option is not applicable 8
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Research and development—Continued

Propriety of award
Followon phase of research

Changes in price, specifications, etc.
Not prejudicial Page

Where agency awards follow-on phase of research project based on
reduced scope of work, protester, whose technical proposal was evaluated
based on full scope of work, was not prejudiced since protester's proposal
was rejected only because its proposed costs were considered too high
even after cost reductions for reduced scope of work were applied 328
Samples. (See CONTRACTS, Specifications, Samples)
Service Contract Act. (See CONTRACTS, Labor stipulations, Service

Contract Act of 1965)
Small business concern awards. (See CONTRACTS, Awards, Small

business concerns)
Sole-source procurements. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Sole-source

basis)
Specifications

Ambiguous
Evidence to the contrary

Inclusion of typical meal preparation worksheets in IFB was clearly
for informational purposes only and did not render IFB ambiguous - - 431

Amendments
Failure of bidder, etc., to receive

Fact that bidder may not have received one page of amendment, and
therefore omitted price for mandatory item, does not warrant acceptance
of bid with omitted price 597

Failure to acknowledge
Bid/offer nonresponsive

Protest against possible award to lowest bidder, which allegedly sub-
mitted unrealistically low bid under which performance in compliance
with solicitation's manning requirements and applicable Department of
Labor wage determination is not possible without sustaining huge losses,
will not be addressed because procuring activity found low bid non-
responsive and ineligible for award because bidder failed to submit
amendments to solicitation with its bid 480

"Award amount" (fee)
Mess attendant services

Use of "award amount" (fee) provisions in advertised procurement
for mess attendant services is proper where agency obtains necessary
Armed Services Procurement Regulation deviation for this purpose_ 271

Changes, revisions, etc.
Negotiated procurement. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Changes,

etc.)
Conformability of equipment, etc., offered

Administrative determination
Negotiated procurement

Technical acceptability of proposals is within discretion of agency and
such determination will not be disturbed absent clear showing that
determination was unreasonable. Protester did not directly challenge or
offer any evidence to show unreasonableness of agency determination
that its proposal was technically unacceptable 800
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Specifications—Continued

Conformability of equipment, etc., offered—Continued
Commercial model requirement

Award of contract was improper where actions of contracting agency
were tantamount to waiver of clause requiring bidders to offer a "stand-
ard commercial product." however, in view of extent to which contract
has been performed, General Accounting Office concludes that it would
not be in Government's best interests to terminate contract for con-
venience 478

Responsiveness fixed at time of bid opening
Agency's favorable consideration of bid samples furnished with note

stating that although samples' interior did not comply with solicitation,
production items would conform to specification, is tantamount to
allowing bidder to submit additional samples after bid opening and
violates rule that bid may not be altered after bid opening to make it
responsive to solicitation 686

Samples, etc., deviating from specifications
Bid samples furnished without interior graining, not listed as sub-

characteristic of prescribed "interior appearance" criterion, could not
be evaluated as required by solicitation for neatness and smoothness of
interior appearance because samples could not demonstrate that with
addition of graining bidder's product would retain requisite appearance.
Procuring activity lacked reasonable basis to conclude samples complied
with solicitation's subjective characteristics and was required to reject
bid as nonresponsive to solicitation 686

Descriptive data
Waiver of requirement

Invitation for bids (IFB) may permit waiver of technical data require-
ment for bidders who had furnished such data under prior contracts even
though not specifically authorized by Armed Services Procurement
Regulation 413

Waiver of technical data under terms of IFB is not improper even
though it clearly results in substantial competitive advantage to bidder_ - 413

Deviations
Informal v. substantive

Acceptability of deviation
Agency and one ofieror contend that proposal, which deviates from

RFP's contemplated pricing structure, may not be accepted becauso (1)
all offerors were not advised that such deviations would be permitted,
and (2) deviation may have exposed other offeror to less risk. Contention
is without merit because deviation relates to form only and record
indicates that offerors had sufficient information to make business
judgment regarding actual risk involved 784

Bid price uncertainty
When contracting officer cannot determine, from pattern of pricing

in bid as submitted, what price bidder intended for omitted item, price
may not be supplied after opening 597
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Specifications—Continued

Deviations—Continued
Informal v. substantive—Continued

Negotiated procurement
Utilization factor xeq'uirement Page

Request for proposais (RFP) contemplated (1) that offerors would
submit one rate for 2-year contract term and rate wa to be computed
on "100 percent basis" and (2) that award would be made based on low
evaluated price. General Accounting Office would not object to agency's
acceptance of price proposal with separate rates for each year where rate
was computed on "80 percent basis" because those deviations relate
only to form and are not material 784

Price, quality, quantity effect
Where schedule contractors were competing for award of orders and

agency required that (1) relevant contract modifications be effected by
September 19 and (2) copies of modifications be submitted to agency's
ordering office by September 23, accepting late copy of modification or
verifying modification was effective as of September 19 would not have
amounted to acceptance of "late proposal," because there was no
opportunity for offeror to materially change its offer and thereby gain
unfair competitive advantage. Copy requirement was matter of form
and waiver by Government would not have prejudiced other offerors_. 627

Failure to furnish something required
Affiliates affidavit

Waiver
As minor informality

Protest alleging that second low bid or award to that bidder contra-
venes terms of Affiliated Bidder's clause, Armed Services Procurement
Regulation 7—2003.12 (1976 ed.), is without merit where bidder sub-
mitted required information with bid. In addition, failure to comply
with clause is minor informality which may be waived or cured after
bid opening 480

Amended specification notice not received
Fact that bidder may not have received one page of amendment, and

therefore omitted price for mandatory item, does not warrant acceptance
of bid with omitted price 597

Licensing-type requirement
Aircraft services procurement

A carrier awarded a contract without the Civil Aeronautics Board au-
thority needed to perform assumes the risk of obtaining the authority_ - 401

Samples
Where specification is clear and definite and fully sets forth require-

ments of Government, and there are no characteristics which cannot be
described adequately in the applicable specification, agency erroneously
required submission of bid sample. Therefore, in circumstances, bidder
who did not submit sample prior to opening may be considered for award
even though invitation for bids (IFB) required bid sample be furnished
by opening date. 16 Comp. Gen. 65, modified 231

Test data
Purpose

Invitation requirement for submission of test data to enable grantee to
determine "competency" of bidder to perform contract relates to bidder
responsibility, and bidder's alleged failure to furnish complete test data
with bid does not render bid nonresponsive 17
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Specifications—Continued

Informational data v. requirements Page
Inclusion of typical meal preparation worksheets in IFB was clearly

for informational purposes only and did not render IFB amhiguous_.... 431
Minimum needs requirement

Administrative determination
Grantee's decision to resect all bids received, two being nonresponsive

and one unreaonsably priced, and negotiate on price only was proper
under Federal Management Circular 74—7, attachment 0 and applicable
Massachusetts law. Grantee did not have to revise specifications and
readvertise procurement as grantee had determined specifications con-
stituted minimum needs

Specification adequacy
Contracting agency should extend limits of geographic restriction to

broadest scope consistent with agency's needs. However, while SBA
restriction should not be continued for future procurements, contracts
awarded under protested procurement should not be terminated because
record reveals that adequate level of competition was obtained despite
restriction, and because SBA will need considerable time for study and
analysis in order to draw new geographic areas - 454

Restrictive
Geographical location

Opinion of this Office remains unchanged from decision last year re-
garding geographic restriction on competition adopted by Small Business
Administration (SBA). If SBA's minimum needs can be satisfied by
restriction based on regional and district boundaries, they can also be
satisfied by a restriction based on number of miles from a central point
which is less restrictive of competition 454

Agency's contention that geographic restriction based on areas of
responsibility of local agency field offices is necessary for purposes of
administrative control is not persuasive where record fails to show that
close personal contact between local SBA offices and contractor is
essential 4i4

Minimum needs requirement
Administrative determination

Reasonableness
Although an agency can determine after consideration of all relevant

factors involved that geographic restriction on competition is-required,
record does not show that manner by which SBA imposes restriction
necessarily effectuates agency's minimum needs 454

Overstated
Award of contract was improper where actions of contracting agency

were tantamount to waiver of clause requiring bidders to offer a "stand-
ard commercial product." However, in view of extent to which contract
has been performed, General Accounting Office concludes that it would
not be in Government's best interests to terminate contract for con-
venience 478

Unwarranted
To extent that protester objects to Air Force's determination that less

restrictive specification—permitting offerors to use either "high order" or
"low order" programming language—will meet Air Force's needs, ground
of protest is not for review 715
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Specifications—Continued

Samples
Adequacy

Agency acceptance of nonconforming items in prior procurement
effect Page

Assertion that protester previously furnished acceptable bid samples
to procuring activity does not determine acceptability of samples sub-
mitted in response to instant solicitation, nor does acceptance of items on
a prior contract bind agency to accept nonconforming items under a sub-
sequent contract 686

Defective
Determination upheld

Protest against rejection of bid as nonresponsive because bid samples
were found not to comply with objective characteristics listed in invita-
tion for bids (IFB) is denied. Invitation for bids advised that noncon-
forming samples would require rejection of bid, tested samples mani-
fested condition proscribed by IFB specification, and protester did not
show its samples were not fairly evaluated by procuring activity 686

Effect of furnishing or failure to furnish on contract award
Competitive system

Where IFB fully sets forth requirements of Government, bidder ob-
tains no undue advantage by not submitting required sample before bid
opening and integrity of competitive bidding system is not hindered,
because Government may require bidder to perform in accordance with
the specifications notwithstanding failure to submit sample. 16 Comp.
Gen. 65, modified 231

Noncompliance with specifications
Bid rendered nonresponsive

Rejection required
Bid samples furnished without interior graining, not listed as sub

characteristic of prescribed "interior appearance" criterion, could not be
evaluated as required by solicitation for neatness and smoothness of in-
terior appearance because samples could not demonstrate that with ad-
dition of graining bidder's product would retain requisite appearance.
Procuring activity lacked reasonable basis to conclude samples complied
with solicitation's subjective characteristics and was required to reject
bid as nonresponsive to solicitation 686

Not solicitation requirement
Evaluation propriety

Technica.l evaluations are based on degree to which offerors' written
proposals adequately address evaluation factors specified in solicitation.
Request for technical proposals (RFTP) which does not require samples
or include sample testing and evaluation criteria does not authorize pro-
curing activity to acquire and test proffered equipment to determine
acceptability of technical proposals 809

Tests to determine product acceptability
Validity

Timeliness of protest
Protest concerning validity of objective tests for bid sampling filed

more than 5 months after bid opening is untimely as such procedures
were readily apparent from examination of IFB 686
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CONTRACTS—Continued

Speeiflcations—Coiitinued
Similar items, services, etc.

One solicitation
Lower cost

Contention that required services for two air bases should have been
reprocured separately instead of as one contract item is without merit
in light of agency explanation that better pricing results from single
procurement 703

Tests
Benchmark

Two-step procurement
Benchmark testing requirement under step one of two-step formally

advertised procurement by Veterans Administration (VA) for uninter-
ruptible power supply (UPS) equipment is not, in itself, unduly restric-
tive of competition. Record reveals that benchmark was reasonable
method for VA to use to ensure contractor had technical ability to pro-
vide required equipment. Contention of protester that VA should rely
solely on preshipment testing of contractor's equipment is without merit.
Eviden ice shows Government would incur high costs if preshipment test-
ing md cated for first time that contractor's equipment did not meet
necessary specifications 653

Administrative determination
Veterans Administration is allowed to set its own minimum needs for

UPS equipment based on computer hardware to be supplied by such
equipment, prevailing electrical environment at its computer site, and
availability of back-up computer capacity. Consequently, VA can also
conduct its own benchmarking to insure offeror has technical ability to
fulfill VA's particular minimum needs. VA need not take into account
fact that protester passed behcnmark test for recent UPS procurement
by General Services Administration 653
Status

Federal grants-in-aid
Grantee's decision to reject all bids received, two being nonresponsive

and one unreasonably priced, and negotiate on price only was proper
under Federal Management Circular 74—7, attachment 0 and applicable
Massachusetts law. Grantee did not have to revise specifications and
readvertise procurement as grantee had determined specifications con-
stituted minimum needs
Subcontractors

Privity. (See CONTRACTS, Privity, Subcontractors)
Subcontracts

Administrative approval
Review by General Accounting Office

One exception to General Accounting Office (GAO) general policy of
not reviewing award of subcontracts by Government prime contractors is
for awards made "for" Department of Energy (DOE) by prime manage-
ment contractors who operate and manage DOE facilities, and although
these prime contractors may engage in variations from the practices and
procedures governing direct awards by Federal Government, general
basic principles pertaining to contracts awarded directly by Federal
procurement (Federal norm) provide the standard against which award
actions are measured 527
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CONTRACTS—Continued
Subcontracts—Continued

Award propriety Page
Although it would have been proper to cancel solicitation and make

sole-source award when sole-source requirement is discovered after re-
ceipt of responses to request for quotations (RFQ), award to sole-source
supplier under RFQ was not prejudicial to other competitor since ulti-
mately the same result would have been attained and RFQ did not set
forth any particular basis (such as price) for award, so that award can-
not be said to have violated award criteria 527

Competition
Applicability of Federal procurement rules

Federal procurement principles of fair play and impartiality require
that evaluation and award factors be included in solicitations. GAO
recommends that DOE require its prime management contractor to in-
include such factors in its competitive solicitations 527

Whøre Department of Energy (DOE) contract with prime manage-
ment contractor for operation and management of DOE facilities re-
quires contractor to award subcontracts on basis of fair and equal treat-
ment of all competitors, the "Federal norm" provides an appropriate
frame of reference for determining if fair and equal treatment has been
provided in specific situations 759

Privity between subcontractor and United States. (Sec CONTRACTS,
Privity, Subcontractors)

Specifications
Restrictive

Approved source requirement
Materials to be tested may be purchased sole-source from only ap-

proved producer 527
Successors

Cost of changing contractors
Evaluation factor

Use of evaluation factor to reflect cost of changing contractors is not
improper even though such factor may penalize every offeror except the
incumbent since Government may legitimately take into account all
tangible costs of making particular award 501
Termination

Convenience of Government
Not recommended

Contracting agency should extend limits of geographic restriction to
broadest scope consistent with agency's needs. However, while SBA
restriction should not be continued for future procurements, contracts
awarded under protested procurement should not be terminated because
record reveals that adequate level of competition was obtained despite
restriction, and because SBA will need considerable time for study and
analysis in order to draw new geographic areas 454

Agency's acquisition and evaluation of equipment furnished by firm
deemed ineligible to compete on step-one RFTP and rejection of six
proposals on basis of such evaluation constitute complete departure
from RFTP evaluation criteria. Improper evaluation precluded 60 per-
cent of offerors from competing on step-two solicitation to their preju-
dice. However, remedial action is not possible because of termination
costs and urgency and gravity of program for which cameras are being
purchased 809

279—723 0 - 79 — 14



964 ]NDEX DIGEST

CONTRACTS—Continued
Termination—Continued

Convenience of Government—Continued
Recommendation

Preserving integrity of competitive system purpose
GAO review of protests concerning contract modifications agreed to

by procuring activity, or changes ordered by contracting officer, is
intended to protect integrity of competitive procurement process__ .. .. 567

Resolicitatio
Contract modification which substitutes diesel for gasoline engines,

thereby increasing unit price by 29 percent, substantially extending
time for delivery, and resulting in other significant changes to original
contract requirements, is outside scope of original contract, and Gov-
ernment's new requirements should have been obtained through com-
petition. General Accounting Office recommends that agency consider
practicability of terminating contract for convenience of Government
and competitively soliciting its requirement for diesel heaters ...- 285

Specification changes
Mutual agreement between contractor and Government modifying

original contract was in effect improper award of new agreement, which
went substantially beyond the scope of competition initially conducted_ - 567

Subcontracts
"interest" consideration

Criteria
Although protest is sustained, requested relief that contract be

terminated at midpoint and award for balance of supplies be made to
protester is inappropriate since protester has not shown entitlement to
award. Also, recompetition would not be in the best interest of Govern-
ment at stage of contract where 50 percent or more of performance had
been completed 759

Recommendation
Low bid ambiguous

Invitation for bids provided spaces to insert prices for extended
price, unit price and subunit price. Although award was based only
on evaluation of extended and unit price, subunit price may not be
ignored, since it cannot be determined from bid which price is correct . ... 410
Transportation services

Military cargo
Government under container agreement cannot apply contract rates

to some containers in a shipment and tariff rates to others to obtain
lowest transportation cost; under terms of that agreement Government
must apply either contract or tariff rates to all containers in shipment
to obtain lowest available transportation cost. See 10 U.S.C. 2631 (1976)
and case cited 584
Truth-in-Negotiations Act. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Cost, etc.

data, "Truth-in-Negotiation")
Two-step procurement. (See CONTRACTS, Negotiation, Two-step

procurement)
COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS ACT

Application to negotiated contracts. (See CONTRACTS, Cost accounting,
Cost Accounting Standards Act application, Negotiated contracts)
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COURTS
udgments, decrees, etc.

Res judicata
Subsequent claims Page

Shipment under a Government Bill of Lading (GEL) is a single cause of
action, and when a court judgment pertains to a particular GBL, the
General Accounting Office (GAO) is precluded from considering a subse-
quent claim on the same GBL under the doctrine of res judicata
Jurisdiction

Military Courts
Decision by a military court that it does not have personal jurisdiction

over an individual for purposes of military law because the Government
has failed to prove that the individual was validly enlisted does not
automatically void the enlistment for purposes of determining the per-
son's entitlement to pay and allowances 132

Unless by court-martial authority, or by another method prescribed
by law, an individual is deprived of his pay and allowances as a member
of the armed forces, an administrative determination should be made,
pursuant to the authority of the Secretary of the service concerned, to
determine the validity of an enlistment for purposes of pay and allow-
ances when a military court finds it lacks jurisdiction over the individual
due to a defect in his enlistment 132
Jurors

Refreshments
Funds appropriated to the judiciary for jury expenses are not legally

available for expenditure for coffee, soft drinks, or other snacks which
the District Court may wish to provide to the jurors during recesses in
trial proceedings. Refreshments are in the nature of entertainment and
in the absence of specific statutory authority, no appropriation is avail-
able to pay such expenses. Since under 28 U.S.C. 572 (1976) a marshal's
accounts may not be reexamined to charge him or her with an erroneous
payment of juror costs, we cannot take exception to certification of
vouchers for expenses incurred to date. However, we recommend that
the Director of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts and
the Director of the U.S. Marshals Service take steps to try to prevent
the incurring of similar expenses in the future 806

DAMAGES
Private property. (See PROPERTY, Private, Damage, loss, etc.)
Public property. (See PROPERTY, Public, Damage, loss, etc.)

DEBT COLLECTIONS
Fraudulent claims. (See FRAUD, False claims, Debt collection)
Waiver

Military personnel
Dual compensation

If an Army member is retroactively restored to active duty through
the correction of his military records, and this produces a result showing
the member to have improperly received Federal civilian compensation
concurrently with military pay, the interim Federal civilian compensa-
tion is rendered erroneous and subject to recoupment, but is also subject
to waiver under 5 U.S.C. 5584 (Supp. IV, 1974); a request for waiver of
such erroneous civilian compensation will be favorably considered to an
extent which will prevent the member from having a net indebtedness
upon his actual return to active military service 554
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DEBT COLLECTIONS—Continued
Waiver—Continued

Military personnel—Continued
Pay, etc. Page

Acceptance of settlement by an Army member incident to the admin-
istrative correction of his military records would not operate to bar his
subsequent request for waiver of erroneous payments of military pay
and allowances shown as debits to his account in the settlement stats-
ment; and the gross amount of such erroneous payments could be con-
sidered for waiver. 10 U.s.c. 2774 (Supp. II, 1972) 554

Readjustment pay
In the case of Army members retroactively restored to active duty by

the correction of their military records, waiver of erroneous payments
made to the members incident to their invalid release from active duty
would not operate to validate the members' release or to create any
valid separation payments; hence, the amounts waived would not later
be subject to recoupment under 10 U.S.C. 687(f) (1970), which requires
that readjustment payments be deducted from retired pay if the member
qualifies for retirement for years of service 554

DECLARATION OP TAKING ACT (See REAL PROPERTY, Acquisition,
Condemnation proceedings)

DEPARTMENTS AND ESTABLISHMENTS
Services between

Cost comparisons
Unless otherwise necessary to accomplish some competing congres-

sional goals, policies or interests, cost comparisons and billings under
section 601 of the Economy Act of 1932, as amended, 31 U.S.C. 686
(1970), to requisitioning agencies shonid not include items of indirect cost
which are not significantly related to costs incurred by the performing
agency in executing the requisitioning agency's work and which are not
funded from currently available appropriations (e.g., depreciation). 56
comp. Gem. 275, modified 674

Educational programs
Section 223 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, Title II, Part B, as

amended, authorizes the Office of Library and Learning Resources,
Office of Education, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, to
make grants to and contracts with public and private agencies and in-
stitutions. Regulations define "public agency" to exclude Federal
agencies. The National commission on Library and Information Science
is an independent agency in the Executive branch and therefore is not
eligible to receive funds under section 223 662

Intra- and inter-departmental
The law vests authority to operate and manage Dulles International

and Washington National Airports in the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion (FAA) which has delegated this function to Metropolitan Washing-
ton Airports, a component of the FAA. There is no reason to distinguish
the furnishing of facifities by the airports to other components of the
FAA from the provision of facilities to other departments and agencies of
the Government. Therefore, the same standard for determining cost
under the Economy Act should apply to both 674
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DEPARTMENTS AND ESTABLISHMENTS—Continued
Services between—Continued

Reimbursement
Actual cost requirement

Washington National and Dulles International Airports are operated
as self-sustaining commercial entities with rate structures and concession
arrangements established so as to assure recovery of operating costs and
an appropriate return on the Government's investment during the useful
life of the airports, with over 98 percent of their revenue coming from
non-Government users. Therefore, fees collected from both Government
and non-Government users should include depreciation and interest__ - 674

DEPENDENTS
Military personnel. (See MILITARY PERSONNEL, Dependents)

DETAILS
Compensation

Higher grade duties assignment
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare detailed employees to

higher grade positions, but finds it difficult or impossible to show that
vacancies existed. Claims of employees for backpay under Turner-
CaIdwell, 56 Comp. Gen. 427 (1977), may be considered without any
finding of vacancies. It is not a condition for entitlement to a retroactive
temporary promotion with backpay that there must have existed, at the
time a detail was ordered, a vacant position to which the claimant was
detailed. However, the position must be established and classified 767

Excessive period
Arbitrator awarded backpay to two employees based on provision in

negotiated agreement requiring a temporary promotion when an em-
ployee is assigned to higher grade position for 30 or more consecutive
work days. Award may be implemented since arbitrator reasonably con-
cluded that agency violated agreement in assigning higher grade duties
to grievants for over 30 days. Award is consistent with prior General
Accounting Office decisions and does not conflict with rule against retro-
active entitlements for classification errors 536

Successive details
Status

Employee, who was successively detailed to two higher grade positions,
can only be awarded retroactive temporary promotion and backpay for
details extending more than 120 days, each detail being treated as a sep-
arate and distinct personnel action 605
Intergovernmental Personnel Act

Per diem
Headquarters

When employees are assigned under the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act and authorized per diem, their IPA duty stations are considered tem-
porary duty stations since per diem may not be authorized at head-
quarters. Therefore, employee stationed in San Francisco, California,
who is authorized per diem while on IPA assignment in Washington,
D.C., would not be entitled to per diem under 5 U.S.C. 3375(a) (1) (C)
while performing temporary duty at San Francisco, since Government
may not pay subsistence expenses or per diem to civilian employees at
their headquarters, regardless of any unusual conditions involved. How-
ever, the employee is entitled to travel allowance under 5 U.S.C. 3375
(a)(1)(C) 778
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DETECTIVE SERVICES
Employment prohibition. (See PERSONAL SERVICES, Detective employ-

ment prohibition)

DISLOCATION ALLOWANCES
Military personnel. (See MILITARY PERSONNEL, Dislocation allowance)

DISPUTES
Pact questions

Resolved in favor of administrative office
In reviewing General Services Administration (GSA) settlements,

General Accounting Office must rely on written record and, in the
absence of clear and convincing contrary evidence, will accept as correct
facts in GSA's administrative report. Carrier has burden of affirmatively
proving its case 155

DONATIONS
Gifts

To attendees to EPA exhibit
Novelty plastic garbage cans containing candy in the shape of solid

waste were distributed at an exposition run by an association, to attract
attendees to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) exhibit on the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. An expenditure therefor does
not constitute a necessary and proper use of EPA's appropriated funds
because these items are in the nature of personal gifts
Officers and employees

Voluntary services. (See VOLUNTARY SERVICES, Officers and em-
ployees)

DRUGS
Drug Enforcement Administration

Employment of South Vietnamese
Drug Enforcement Administration could employ South Vietnamese

alien lawfully admitted into United States for permanent residence
during fiscal year 1977 despite restriction against Federal employment
of aliens in Public Law 94—419, which permitted employment only of
South Vietnamese refugees paroled into United States. Appropriation
act previously enacted for same fiscal year permitted employment of
South Vietnamese aliens lawfully admitted into United States for perma-
nent residence, and legislative history does not indicate second act was
intended to repeal first 172

Under express terms of only statute now applicable, there is no basis
for continued employment by Drug Enforcement Administration of
South Vietnamese alien lawfully admitted into United States for perma-
nent residence during fiscal year 1978, since restriction against Federal
employment of aliens contained in Public Law 95-81 contains exception
permitting employment only of South Vietnamese refugees paroled into
United States and no additional exception to employment restriction
provision has been enacted. However, it is doubtful that this result was
intended. Therefore General Accounting Office recommends clarifying
legislation and will defer action pending its consideration by Congress_ 172

EMINENT DOMAIN (See REAL PROPERTY, Acquisition, Condemnation
proceedings)
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ENERGY
Department of Energy

Contracts
Subcontraets

Applicability of Federal procurement rules Page
Where Department of Energy (DOE) contract with prime manage-

ment contractor for operation and management of DOE facilities requires
contractor to award subcontracts on basis of fair and equal treatment
of all competitors, the "Federal norm" provides an appropriate frame
of reference for determining if fair and equal treatment has been pro-
vided in specific situations 759

Government-owned, contractor-operated facilities
Procurement procedures

One exception to General Accounting Office (GAO) general policy of
not reviewing award of subcontracts by Government prime contractors
is for awards made "for" Department of Energy (DOE) by prime manage-
ment contractors who operate and manage DOE facilities, and although
these prime contractors may engage in variations from the practices and
procedures governing direct awards by Federal Government, general
basic principles pertaining to contracts awarded directly by Federal
procurement (Federal norm) provide the standard against which award
actions are measured 527
Energy Policy and Conservation Act

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Program
Leases

Limitations on expenditures
Rent and improvements

40 U.S. Code 278a (1970) (section 322, Economy Act of 1932), pro-
hibits paying more than 35 percent of first year's rent for improvements
to leased premises or more than 15 percent of value of premises for annual
rent. However, the Energy Policy and Conservation Act provides
authority, for purposes of Strategic Petroleum Reserve Program, to
locate and construct storage facilities on leased property. General
Accounting Office will not object to expenditures for rent and im-
provements incurred in creation of Strategic Petroleum Reserve which
may exceed Economy Act fiscal limits if disclosed to Congress in Strategic
Petroleum Reserve Plan and not disapproved 316

Time limitation on authority
Leases extending beyond

Propriety
The Energy Policy and Conservation Act establishes the Strategic

Petroleum Reserve (SPR) Program. All authority under any provision
relating to SPR Program expires June 30, 1985. Department of Energy
may enter into leases for storage space which extend beyond June 30,
1985, if such leases are found to be necessary for Program and in best
interests of United States 316

ENLISTMENTS
Constructive

Constructive enlistments may arise for purposes of pay and allowances
generally when individuals "otherwise qualified" to enlist enter upon
and voluntarily render service to the armed forces and the Government
accepts such services without reservation. A member serving under a
constructive enlistment is regarded as being in a de jure enlisted status
and entitled to pay and allowance 132
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ENLISTMENTS—Continued
Constructive—Continued Page

A constructive enlistment has been held to arise for purposes of pay and
allowances when an individual who was originally ineligible to acquire
the status of a member of the armed forces conceals his disability and
enlists and after removal of the disability the individual remains in the
service and voluntarily performs duties and such work is accepted
by the Government without reservation 132
Dc jure status

When an enlistment contract is found to be voidable by either the
Government or the individual because of a defect in the enlistment, either
the Government or the individual may waive the defect and affirm the
enlistment so as to confer upon the individual de jure member status
for purposes of pay and allowances 132
Pay rights, etc.

Validity determination
Unless by court-martial authority, or by another method prescribed

by law, an individual is deprived of his pay and allowances as a member
of the armed forces, an administrative determination should be made,
pursuant to the authority of the Secretary of the service concerned, to
determine the validity of an enlistment for purposes of pay and allow-
ances when a military court finds it lacks jurisdiction over the individual
due to a defect in his enlistment 132
Validity

Administrative determination requirement
Pay and allowances until

Where an individual has been held by a military court to be outside
the jurisdiction of the Uniform Code of Military Justice and the validity
of the individual's enlistment has not been administratively determined
to be invalid, the individual's military pay and allowances may be
continued until the administrative determination is made. In such cases
a prompt administrative determination should be made as to whether
the enlistment is void, voidable, or valid 132
Void

Pay and allowances entitlements
Decision by a military court that it does not have personal jurisdiction

over an individual for purposes of military law because the Government
has failed to prove that the individual was validly enlisted does not
automatically void the enlistment for purposes of determining the per-
son's entitlement to pay and allowances 132

ENTERTAINMENT
Refreshments

Funds appropriated to the judiciary for jury expenses are not legally
available for expenditure for coffee, soft drinks, or other snacks which
the District Court may wish to provide to the jurors during recesses in
trial proceedings. Refreshments are in the nature of entertainment and
in the absence of specific statutory authority, no appropriation is avail-
able to pay such expenses. Since under 28 U.S.C. 572 (1976) a marshal's
accounts may not be reexamined to charge h:m or her with an erroneous
payment of juror costs, we cannot take exception to certification of
vouchers for expenses incurred to date. However, we recommend that
the Director of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts
and the Director of the U.S. Marshals Service take steps to try to prevent
the incurring of similar expenses in the future 806



INDEX DIGIST 971

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND IMPROVEMENT
Environmental Protection Agency

Gifts to attract attendees to EPA exhibit
Novelty plastic garbage cans Page

Novelty plastic garbage cans containing candy in the shape of solid
waste were distributed at an exposition run by an association, to attract
attendees to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) exhibit on
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. An expenditure therefor
does not constitute a necessary and proper use of EPA's appropriated
funds because these items are in the nature of personal gifts 385

EQUIPMENT
Automatic Data Processing Systems

Acquisition, etc.
By Government Printing Office

Appropriations availability. (See GOVERNMENT PRINTING
OFFICE, Revolving Fund, Automatic Data Processing equip-
ment, etc. procurement)

Two-step procurement
Veterans Administration is allowed to set its own minimum needs for

UPS equipment based on computer hardware to be supplied by such equip-
ment, prevailing electrical environment at its computer site, and avail-
ability of back-up computer capacity. Consequently, VA can also con-
duct its own benchmarking to insure offeror has technical ability to
fulfill VA's particular minimum needs. VA need not take into account
fact that protester passed benchmark test for recent UPS procurement
by General Services Administration 653

Computer service
Basic ordering agreement utilization

Propriety
Agency's conducting informal competition whereby order for data

base development was to be placed under one of two vendors' basic
ordering agreements—where no adequate written solicitation was
issued—was procedure at variance with fundamental principles of
Federal negotiated procurement, and also raises question of improper
prequalification of offerors. General Accounting Office (GAO) recom-
mends that agency review its procedures for issuing such orders and
conduct any further competition in manner not inconsistent with deci-
sion. Case is also called to attention of General Services Administration
for possible revision of Federal Procurement Regulations 434

Evaluation propriety
Concern selected for award of software services contract by National

Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) admits that it determined
which employees of incumbent contractor currently performing services
would be "likely to accept employment" with concern based on indirect
questioning about facts mainly relating to employees' community ties.
Manner in which concern actually conducted questioning is at complete
variance with manner questioning was represented to NASA during
negotiations leading to selection which advanced "overwhelming desire"
of employees to accept employment. Other representations made to
NASA during selection process are also at variance with methods and
results of actually conducted questioning 217
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EQUIPMENT—Continued
Automatic Data Processing Systems—Continued

Computers
Rardware/software vendors

Requirement in request for proposals (RFP) that hardware vendors
must submit price for mandatory option for software conversion does
not constitute unreasonable restriction on competition, because, despite
allegation that hardware vendors are being forced into software field,
RFP contained no restriction on subcontracting -

Selection and purchase
Evaluation propriety

Given that RFP provision on "programming languages" did not
expressly require—or prohibit—use of "high order" programming lan-
guage, that provisions of DOD Directive 5000.29 did not apply to pro-
curement, and that Air Force has refuted by force of argument aileged
automatic superiority of "high order" programming language, view of
implicit procurement requirements for "high order" language is rejected. 715

Minimum needs requirement
To extent that protester objects to Air Force's determination that

less restrictive specification—permitting offerors to use either "high
order" or "low order" programming language—will meet Air Force's
needs, ground of protest is not for review . 715

Negotiation procedures
Four-step procurement

Procurement documents in "four-step" procurement established goal
for maximum use of "tried and true" computer equipment but did not
necessarily rule out modified equipment based on preexisting technology
or new equipment if based on preexisting equipment or technology.
Documents were written broadly enough to permit use of tried tech-
nology or equpiment. Under literal reading of provisions requiring
equipment verification, preexisting technology—prototype related equip-
ment—would qualify so long as technology had verified performance
characteristics

As practical matter, it would have been impossible to have obtained
from competitive-range offerors detailed information needed to evaluate
life_cycle costs down to module level since design of software to module
level would not occur until after award ......

Since it is fundamental that proposed costs of cost-reimbursement
contract be analyzed by Government in terms of realism, approval has
been granted to process of award selection based on Government-
adjusted costs of proposals after close of negotiations even in non-four
step procurements ._..

Contract price adjustment
No significant difference is seen between process (in non-four-step

procurement) which permits cost adjustment of proposed costs after
close of discussions for purposes of award selection—even though no
formal adjustment of proposed contract price is made—and four-step
process which, through cost adjustment process, permits changed
contract price in line with Government-evaluated price
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EQUIPMENT—Continued
Automatic Data Processing Systems—Continued

Service contracts
General Services Administration

Teleprocessing services
Multiple Award Schedule Contract Page

Where agency ordering office's unconventional negotiated solicitation
document required schedule contractors to furnish copies of already
effective contract modifications by specific time, but did not warn that
failure to comply would eliminate contractor from consideration for
award of orders, protest by contractor following its elimination from
procurement is not "based upon" any apparent solicitation impropriety.
Rather, protest was timely filed within 10 working days after protester
knew basis for protest—elimination from procurement for failure to
furnish copy of contract modification 627
Contractor

Cost recovery
Major construction contracts

Payment method propriety
Cost of special equipment acquired to perform major construction

contract may be paid as incurred under mobilization and preparatory
work clause without violating statute prohibiting advance payments.
Moreover, Government's interests appear to be protected in case of
termination for convenience 597
Telephones. (See TELEPEONES)

FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT
"Balance" requirements

Not violated by National Women's Conference
The National Women's Conference does not violate the "balance"

requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act since the Com-
mission regulations on organization and conduct of State meetings,
where Conference delegates are selected, afford an extremely broad basis
for participation and leaves the degree of "balance" essentially to the
participants through the normal democratic process. The objective of
balance goes only to the composition of the voting bodies rather than
support or opposition on any given issue 51
National Commission on Observance of International Women's Year

not subject to act
Upon reconsideration of B—182398, August 10, 1977, General Account-

ing Office adheres to its original position that the National Commission
on the Observance of International Women's Year (IWY) is not an "ad-
visory committee" subject to the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(5 U.S.C. App. I (Supp. V, 1975)) since there is nothing in Executive
Order 11832 or Public Law 94—167 which assigns the Commission any
advisory functions. While it may make its own recommendations in the
report on the National Conference of Women it submits to Congress and
the President, the Commission was not "established" or "utilized" for
this purpose 51
National Women's Conference subject to Act

Since the National Women's Conference, to be organized by the
National Commission on IWY which will, among other functions, make
findings anci recommendations on various subjets to be submitted
through the Commission's report to the President, it is an advisory com-
mittee subject to the Federal Advisory Committee Act 51
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
Airport facilities

Furnished to agency components
The law vests authority to operate and manage J)ulles International

and Washington National Airports in the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion (FAA) which has delegated this function to Metropolitan Wash-
ington Airports, a component of the FAA. There is no reason to distin-
guish the furnishing of facilities by the airports to other components of
the FAA from the provision of facilities to other departments and agen-
cies of the Government. Therefore, the same standard for determining
cost under the Economy Act should apply to both_.. 674

FEDERAL PROCUREMENT REGULATIONS
Progress payment clause

Inclusion of total performance or payment bond premiums in first
payment

Reimbursement to Government contractors of the total amount of
paid performance and payment bond premiums in the first progress pay-
iiient can be authorized by amending the relevant Armed Services Pro-
curement Regulation and Federal Procurement Regulations clauses to
specifically so provide. Such reimbursements are not payments for future
performance, but are reimbursements to the contractor for his costs in
providing a surety satisfactory to the Government as required by law,
and therefore, are not prohibited by 31 LT.S.C. 529. Prior Comptroller
General decisions, clarified 25
Proposed revision

By GAO
Basic ordering agreements

Justifications for use
Agency's conducting informal competition whereby order for data base

development was to be placed under one of two vendors' basic ordering
agreements—where no adequate written solicitation was issued--- -was
procedure at variance with fundamental principles of Federal negotiated
procurement, and also raises question of improper prequalification of
offerors. General Accounting Office (GAO) recommends that agency re-
view its procedures for issuing such orders and conduct any further com-
petition in manner not inconsistent with decision. Case is also called to
attention of General Services Administration for possible revision of
Federal Procurement Regulations - -.- 434

FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT
Compliance

Competition requirements
Requirement of Act that such competition as is feasible he obtained

for 40 U.S.C. 484(e) (3) (II) sale is met when required notices are posted
an(l offers from qualified public entities considered 823
Disposal provisions

Negotiated property disposal
To states, territories, etc.

Competition consideration
Under negotiated sale by General Services Administration of surplus

real property to a local government pursuant to section 203(e) (3) (II) of
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Act), 40
U.S.C. 484(e) (3) (H), offers from a source other than local government
units described by 40 U.S.C. 484(e) (3) (H) need not be considered 823
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FEDERAL REGISTER
Publication

Required Page
Government Printing Office is required by 44 U.S.C. 1504(a)(3) to

publish information in Federal Register that Amtrak is required to
publish under Freedom of Information, Privacy, and Sunshine Acts.
Furthermore, Amtrak may be billed for such publication in accordance
with 44 U.S.C. 1509, as amended by Pub. L. No. 95—94, since Amtrak
is an "agency" within the context of that provision 773

FEDERAL SUPPLY SCHEDULE CONTRACTS (See CONTRACTS, Federal
Supply Schedule)

FEDERAL TEA DR CO MMISSION
Attorneys' fees

Reimburse ment
The Federal Trade Commission has discretion to determine eligibility

for reimbursement of costs of participation in its rulemaking proceed-
ings, including "reasonable attorneys fees" under 15 U.S.C. 57a(h) (1)
(1976). However, payment of an amount in excess of the costs actually
incurred for legal services is not authorized, even though the participant
utilized "house counsel" whose rate of pay is lower than prevailing
rates 610

FEES
Attorneys

Claims. (See CLAIMS, Attorneys' fees)
Generally. (See ATTORNEYS, Fees)
Grievance proceedings

Employee entitle ment to fees
Federal meat inspector was sued by supervisor for libel and malicious

defamation for certain allegations contained in letters the inspector wrote
to various public officials. Claim for reimbursement of inspector's legal
fees may not be allowed in the absence of determinations that acts of
inspector were within scope of official duties and that representation of
inspector was in interest of United States. J. N. Hadley, 55 Comp. Gen.
408, distinguished 444

Traffic offense cases
Funds appropriated to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms

may not be used to pay attorney's fees of one of its inspectors charged
with reckless driving. Attorney's fees and other expenses incurred by the
employee in defending himself against traffic offenses committed by him
(as well as fines, driving points and other penalties which the court
might impose) while in the performance of, but not as part of, his official
duties, are personal to the employee and payment thereof is his personal
responsibility 270
Membership

Appropriation availability
Purchases of individual travel club memberships in the name of a

Federal agency for the exclusive use of named individual employees is
approved where the purchases will result in the payment of lower overall
transportation costs by the Government 526
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PEES—Continued
Professional examinations

Military personnel Page
Air Force medical officer who performed temporary duty under Or(lCr4

issued at his personal request that he be temporarily assigned to San
Francisco, California, to take Part II of the American Board of Pedi-
atrics examination, and who was released from active duty several weeks
later, is not entitled to payment of examination fees which he paid prior
to taking Part I of the examination before entry on active duty, since
applicable service regulations limit payment of such expenses to "career"
officers 201

Travel of Reserve officers, serving limited active duty periods, to take
medical board examinations shortly before their release from active duty
should not ordinarily be authorized at Government expense nor should
their examination fees be reimbursed since such trips are primarily a
matter of personal convenience and benefit, unrelated to service require-
ments 201
User fees

Airports
Washington National and Dulles International Airports are operated

as self-sustaining commercial entities with rate structures and concession
arrangements established so as to assure recovery of operating costs and
an appropriate return on the Government's investment during the use-
ful life of the airports, with over 98 percent of their revenue coming
from non-Government users. Therefore, fees collected from both Govern-
ment and non-Government users should include depreciation and
interest ...__ 674

FINES
Government liability

Carrier violation of weight regulation
Improper loading

Forest Service employee paid fine to Virginia State Court because
Government truck that he was driving exceeded maximum weight
limitation, lie may be reimbursed by Government since the fine was
imposed upon him as agent of Government and was not the result of any
personal wrongdoing on his part 476

FLY AMERICA ACT
Contracts for transportation

Protests under
Interested party requirement. (See CONTRACTS, Protests, Inter-

ested party requirement)
Intent of Sec. 5. (See TRANSPORTATION, Air carriers, Fly America

Act, Intent of Sec. 5)

FOREIGN DIFFERENTIALS AND OVERSEAS ALLOWANCES
Post differentials

Computation
Agency for International Development properly computed post differ-

ential ceiling on biweekly, rather than annual, basis inasmuch as section
552 of the Standardized Regulations requires implementation of the
ceiling by reduction in the per annum post differential rate to a lesser
percentage of the basic rate of pay than otherwise authorized. The rule
that the method of computation prescribed for basic pay by 5 U.S.C.
5504(b) shall be applied as well in the computation of aggregate com-
pensation payments to officers and employees assigned to posts outside
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FOREIGN DIFFERENTIALS AND OVERSEAS ALLOWANCES—Continued
Post differentials—Continued

Computation—Continued Page
the United States who are paid additional compensation based upon a
percentage of their basic compensation rates thus applies to post differ-
ential payments under section 552 299

FOREIGN SERVICE
Home service transfer allowance

Temporary lodgings
"Reasonable expenses"

Guidelines in 52 Comp. Gen. 78 applicable
Employee transferred from Athens, Greece, to Washington, D.C., was

authorized home service transfer allowance under section 250 of the
Standardized Regulations (Government Civilians, Foreign Areas).
Employee submitted claim of $33 per day for lodging portion of home
service transfer allowance for days that he and family resided with rela-
tives. Since section 251.la of Standardized Regulations authorizes only
"reasonable expenses," this Office applied ruling of 52 Comp. Gen.
78 (1972) which established guidelines for determining reasonableness
of employees' claims for subsistence while occupying temporary quarters
when they resided with relatives 256
Retirement

Postponement of return to U.S.
Foreign Service employee who retired overseas has delayed return

travel more than 7 years even though State Department travel regula-
lations require that such travel must begin not later than 18 months after
separation. State Department regulation granting exceptions to travel
regulations where allowances are exceeded or excess costs are incurred
provides no basis for granting exceptions to time limitation on return
travel, and former employee may not be granted any further time extensions_ 387
Temporary lodgings

Home service transfer allowances. (See FOREIGN SERVICE, Home
service transfer allowances, Temporary lodgings)

Travel expenses
Circuitous routes

Personal convenience
Dependents traveled by foreign air carrier from Acera, Ghana, to

Frankfurt, Germany, and completed travel from Frankfurt to U.S.
aboard U.S. air carriers. Employee is liable for 15 percent amount by
which fare via Frankfurt exceeds fare by usually traveled route. Since
travel via Frankfurt involved certificated U.S. air carrier service for
4,182 of 7,450 miles traveled, and proper routing via Dakar would have
involved travel of 4,143 of 5,610 air miles by U.S. air carriers, employee
is liable for loss of U.S. carrier revenues computed in accordance with
formula at 56 Comp. Gen. 209 76

FRAUD
False claims

Debt collection
Where employee has been paid on voucher for travel expenses and

fraud is then found to have been involved in a portion of claim, the
recoupment of the improperly paid item should be made to the same
extent and amount as if his claim were not yet paid and were to be
denied because of fraud. Decision 41 Comp. Gen. 285 (1961) and 41 id.
206 (1961) are clarified 664
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FRAUD—Continued
False claims—Continued

Debt collection—Continued Pago
No recoupment action appears necessary where a final and valid

settlement voucher has eliminated an earlier false claim. This assumes
that where there has been an earlier false claim for lodgings, for example,
the final settlement voucher contains no claim for subsistence expenses
for that day 664

Effect on subsequent claims
Department of the Air Force asks whether an employee who submits

a fraudulent claim may he refused access to the General Accounting
Office (GAO) for purpose of settling his claim. Since GAO has authority
to settle and adj ust claims by the Government or against it, employee
may submit claim to GAO even though it is considered fraudulent by
his agency. Agency should expedite adjudication by using agency chan-
nels to send claim to GAO with its report 664

Evidence
Substantial

Reasonable suspicion of fraud which would support denial of claim
or recoupment action in case of paid voucher depends on facts of each
case. Fraud must be proved by evidence sufficient to overcome existing
presumption in favor of honesty and fair dealing. Generally, where dis-
crepancies are minor, small in total dollar amounts, or where they are
infrequently made, fraud would not be found absent the most convincing
evidence to the contrary. Where discrepancies are glaring, large sums
are involved, or they are frequently made, a finding of fraud is more
readily made absent satisfactory explanation from claimant 664

Fraudulent items as vitiating entire voucher
Where employee submits voucher for travel expenses and part of

claim is believed to be based on fraud, only the separate items which
are based on fraud may be denied. Moreover, as to subsistence expenses,
only the expenses for those days for which the employee submits fraudti-
lent information may be denied and claims for expenses on other days
which are not based on fraud may be paid if otherwise proper. B-172915,
September 27, 1971, modified 664

When an employee receives a travel advance and then submits a false
final settlement voucher, the separable items on the voucher attributable
to false statement are subject to being recouped. Any additional amount
claimed by claimant should be denied only insofar as it is a separate item
of entitlement based on fraud 664

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT
Applicability

The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) is an
"agency" for the purposes of the Freedom of Information, Privacy, and
Sunshine Acts, notwithstanding the statement in 45 U.S.C. 541 that
Amtrak was not "to be an agency or establishment of the Government
of the United States" since it is (1) headed by a collegial body—board of
directors—the majority of whom are appointed by the President with the
advice and consent of the Senate, and (2) a Government-controlled
Corporation as that term is used in 5 U.S.C. 552(e). Furthermore,
legislative history of Freedom of Information and Sunshine Acts indi-
cates congressional intent to include Amtrak 773
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FUNDS
Appropriated. (See APPROPRIATIONS)
Federal aid, grants, etc., to States. (See STATES, Federal aid, grants,

etc.)
Federal grants, etc., to other than States. (See GRANTS)

Change of grantee Page
Los Angeles County and University of Southern California (USC)

jointly filed an application for construction of Cancer Hospital and Re-
search Institute. Grant from National Cancer Institute (N CI) was ap-
proved for the Research Institute, which was to be operated by USC,
while the Hospital was to be paid for and run by the County. Due to
Federal accounting requirements, grant was issued solely to the County,
which subsequently decided not to construct the Hospital. Should NCI
determine that, as to the Research Institute, the original joint applica-
tion and a revised application proposed by USC are comparable and that
the need for the facility still exists, NCI may "replace" the County with
USC as the grantee and charge the original appropriations, even though
they otherwise would be considered to have lapsed 205

Propriety of grant award
Section 223 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, Title II, Part B, as

amended, authorizes the Office of Library and Learning Resources, Office
of Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, to make
grants to and contracts with public and private agencies and institutions.
Regulations define "public agency" to exclude Federal agencies. The
National Commission on Library and Information Science is an inde-
pendent agency in the Executive branch and therefore is not eligible to
receive funds under section 223 662

Replacement contracts
Generally, when an original grantee cannot complete the work con-

templateci and an alternate grantee is designated subsequent to the ex-
piration of the period of availability for obligation of the grant funds,
award to the alternate must be treated as a new obligation and is not
properly chargeable to the appropriation current at the time the original
grant was made. An exception is authorized in instant case since (1) Los
Angeles County and University of Southern California jointly ified ap-
plication and grant was awarded by National Cancer Institute (N CI)
solely to County only to comply with accounting requirements that there
be only one grantee; (2) NOT has determined that the original need still
exists; and (3) before using these funds, NCI will determine that the "re-
placement grant" will fulfill the same needs and purposes and be of the
scope as the original application 205
Miscellaneous receipts. (See MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPTS)
Nonappropriated

International air transportation
The requirement of 49 U.S.C. 1517 for use of certificated U.S. air

carrier for government financed foreign air transportation applies not
only to transportation secured with appropriated funds but to trans-
portation secured with funds "appropriated, owned, controlled, granted,
or conditionally granted or utilized by or otherwise established for the
account of the United States * * *" Where international aix trans-
portation is secured with other than appropriated funds, agencies should
apply the Fly America Act Guidelines 546

279—723 0 — 79 - 15
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PUNDS—Continned
Revenue sharing

Restrictions on Federal grants
Not applicable Page

Funds distributed by the Department of the Treasury under title II,
Public Works Employment Act of 1976 (Countercydical Revenue
Sharing), Public Law 94—369, 90 Stat. 1002, as amended (42 U.S.C.A.
6721 et seq.) may be used to meet non-Federal share matching require-
ments of Medicaid program, 42 U.S.C. 1396—1396j. Congress intends
that Federal funds distributed under title II be treated in the same "no
strings" manner as general revenue sha.ring funds under the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, 31 U.S.C. 1221 et seq. rather than as
grants. Accordingly, the lack of specific statutory language permitting
use of these funds as non-Federal share does not stand in the way of
such use as it would in the case of grants 710
Revolving

Government Printing Office. (See GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE,
Revolving fund)

GARNISUMENT
Military pay, etc.

Alimony or child support
The amount of a military member's or Federal employee's pay or

salary subject to garnishment for child support or alimony pursuant to
42 U.S.C. 659 (Supp. V, 1975) is limited by section 303(b) of the Con-
sumer Credit Protection Act, 15 U.S.C. 1673(b) (1970), as amended by
section 501(e), Title V, Public Law 95—30. Thus, a State court garnish-
ment order, to the extent it exceeds such limitations, should not be
followed by a disbursing officer 420

Community property settlement
An Air Force disbursing officer may not pay a retired officer's pay

into the Registry of a Texas State court as directed by the court in a
garnishment proceeding for the collection of the officer's debt to his
former wife incident to a community property settlement, since com-
munity property is not within the definition of "alimony" for which the
Federal Government has waived its immunity to State garnishment
proceedings pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 659 (Supp. V, 1975) 420

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
Audits

Agencies and activities not subject to audit by GAO
Marshal's accounts

Funds appropriated to the judiciary for jury expenses are not legally
available for expenditure for coffee, soft drinks, or other snacks which
the District Court may wish to provide to the jurors during recesses in
trial proceedings. Refreshments are in the nature of entertainment and in
the absence of specific statutory authority, no appropriation is available
to pay such expenses. Since under 28 U.S.C. 572 (1976) a marshal's
accounts may not be reexamined to charge him or her with an erroneous
payment of juror costs, we cannot take exception to certification of
vouchers for expenses incurred to date. However, we recommend that
the Director of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts
and the Director of the U.S. Marshals Service take steps to try to prevent
the incurring of similar expenses in the future 806
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE—Continued
Audits—Continued

Transportation accounts
Transfer to agencies

Rate audit functions and personnel to GSA
General Accounting Office appellate authority to review GSA

settlements Page
Transportation audit function was transferred from ths Office to

General Services Administration by Public Law 93—604, approved
January 2, 1975; it was effective October 12, 1975, and included all trans-
portation functions including settled claims but left General Accounting
Office with appellate authority to review GSA settlements. Review
requests must be received in GAO no later than 6 months from date of
final dispositive action by GSA or 3 years from date of certain enumerated
administrative actions, whichever is later. Carrier requesting review by
GAO or GSA action after those dates is time-barred 157
Authority

Fair Labor Standards Act
Claims

Authority of GAO to consider FLSA claims of Federal employees is
derived from authority to adjudicate claims (31 U.S.C. 71) and authority
to render advance decisions to certifying or disbursing officers or heads of
agencies on payments (31 U.S.C. 74 and 82d). Nondoubtful FLSA claims
may be paid by agencies. In order to protect the interests of employees,
claims over 4 years old should be forwarded to GAO for recording 441
Claims

Statute of limitation effect
Compensation. (See STATUTES OF LIMITATION, Claims, Com-

pensation)
Decisions

Abeyance
Pending legislative action

Implementation of decision 57 Comp. Gen. 25 (1978) is postponed
until end of Second Session of 96th Congress. If Congress takes no action,
General Accounting Office will apply decision to all agreements affected
by 57 Comp. Gen. 259 (1978) at date of end of Second Session of 96th
Congress. Overruled in part by 58 Comp. Gen. (B— 189782, Jan. 5, 1979)_ 575

Authority
Contract matters

General Accounting Office rendering decisions on bid protests does
not violate separation of powers doctrine 615

Clarification
Request for reconsideration filed by agency more than 10 working

days after actual notice of General Accounting Office (GAO) decision was
received is untimely. However, prior decision is explained in view of ap-
parent need for clarification 567

Effective date
Date of decision

Applicant received travel expenses incident to preemployment inter-
view. Travel occurred after issuance of a Comptroller General decision
allowing such expenses, but prior to the issuance of a Civil Service Com-
mission instruction on the matter. Since neither the decision nor the in-
struetion has any contrary effective date, the authority to pay for
preemployment interview travel expenses is the date of the decision,
subject to such limitations as the Commission subsequently prescribed.
Applicant's expenses were properly paid 192
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE—Continued
Decisions—Continued

Bypothetical, academic, etc., questions
Where GAO finds that agency's negotiated procurement procedure was

fundamentally deficient—no adequate written solicitation issued—and
recommends that agency review procedures before conducting any fur-
ther competition, issues concerning propriety and results of benchmark
tests under deficient procurement procedure are academic 434

Reconsideration
Error of law or fact basis

Not established
Statement and contentions raised in support of position that agency's

determination to negotiate was proper do not constitute submission of
facts or legal arguments demonstrating that earlier decision was errone-
ous; accordingly, GAO declines to reconsider this aspect of earlier de-
cision 615

Errors must be identified
Procuring agency filed timely request that General Accounting Office

(GAO) reconsider prior decision but did not timely file required detailed
statement concerning factual or legal basis to modify or overturn prior
decision. Since detailed statement was not timely filed as required l)y
section 20.9 of Bid Protest Procedures, GAO declines to reconsider
earlier decision 615

Time limitation
Procuring agency untimely filed additional basis upon which recon-

sideration of merits of earlier decision is requested. Since additional
basis was not filed timely as required by section 20.9 of Bid Protest
Procedures, GAO declines to reconsider that aspect of earlier decision - 615
Jurisdiction

Contracts
Contracting officer's affirmative responsibility determination

General Accounting Office review discontinued
Exceptions

Ground of protest questioning finding that prospective awardee is
responsible will not be considered since neither fraud on part of pro-
curing agency is alleged nor "definitive" responsibility criteria are in-
volved 67

General Accounting Office (GAO) does not review grantee's affirma-
tive determination of responsibility unless fraud has been alleged or
solicitation contains definitive responsibility criteria which have al-
legedly not been applied. This is consistent with position of GAO in
Federal procurement area

Defaults and terminations
Reprocurement, etc.

Question concerning propriety of sole-source award of reprocurement
contract is within General Accounting Office (GAO) bid protest jurisdic-
tion, since GAO considers if award was made in accordance with appli-
cable procedures, and does not consider either propriety of termination
of original contract or whether contracting officer met duty to mitigate re-
procurement costs, both of which are properly for consideration by
boards of contract appeals 703
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OPPICE—Continued
urisdiction—Continued

Contracts—Continued
Disputes

Board of Contract Appeals
Appeal pending page

Incumbent contractor's protest concerning ambiguities in invitation
for bids (IFB) will not be considered by General Accounting Office
where claims based on same issues were previously filed by incumbent
contractor under identical contractual provisions as those protested and
are currently pending before contract appeals board 431

Board of Contract Appeals decisions
In deciding issue of mistake in bid, the General Accounting Office

(GAO) is not bound by prior Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals
(ASBCA) decision on same case finding mistake, as result of which no
contract came into being, where ASBCA has declared in National Line
Company, Inc. ASBCA No. 18739, 75—2 BCA 11,400 (1975), that it
lacks jurisdiction to decide mistake in bid questions. Existence of con-
tract and mistake upon which relief may be granted is question of law
upon which ASBCA's decision is not final under 41 U.S.C. 322 (1970)
and implementing procurement regulation and will be decided de novo
by GAO 468

Modification
Contrary to usual view that protests against proposed contract

modifications are not for review since they are within realm of contract
administration, protest which alleges that proposed modification is
beyond scope of contract is reviewable by General Accounting Office,
if otherwise for consideration 140

Nonappropriated fund activities
Where statute authorizes imposition of surcharge on sales of goods

sold in commissaries and provides for specific use of funds collected,
such funds are appropriated and subject to settlement by General
Accounting Office (GAO). Therefore, GAO will consider bid protest
involving procurement funded by commissary surcharge fund. Prior
decisions are overruled 311

Protests generally. (See CONTRACTS, Protests)
Small business matters

Responsibility determination by SBA
Conclusiveness

Protest by small business against contracting officer's determination
of nonresponsibility because of lack of tenacity and preseverance is dis-
missed since, pursuant to recent amendment of Small Business Act, Public
Law 95-89, section 501, 91 Stat. 553, the matter has been referred for final
disposition by Small Business Administration 31

Grants-in-aid
Grant procurements

Housing and Urban Development Department grant
General Accounting Office will take jurisdiction to review complaint

against an award of a contract by grantee, which is recipient of Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development block grant 872
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE—Continued
urisdIction—ContInned

Small business matters

GAO declines to consider effect of selfeertification as small business by
joint venture whose combined receipts may exceed dollar limit con-
tained in solicitation because GAO does not review questions relating to
small business size status and procurement was not set aside for small
business 277

Subcontracts
One exception to General Accounting Office (GAO) general policy of

not reviewing award of subcontracts by Government prime contractors
is for awards made "for" Department of Energy (DOE) by prime
management contractors who operate and manage DOE facilities, and
although these prime contractors may engage in variations from the
practices and procedures governing direct awards by Federal Govern-
ment, general basic principles pertaining to contracts awarded directly by
Federal procurement (Federal norm) provide the standard against which
award actions are measured 527
Manuals

Policy and Procedures
Statistical sampling procedures

Certification of "short-haul" toll telephone calls may be made on the
basis of a regular, random sampling of such calls, sufficiently large to he
statistically reliable for the enforcement of the statute. 31 U.S. Code
82b—1(a) (Supp. V, 1975); 3 GAO 44, as amended by B—153509, August
27,1976 321
Procedure

Claims
Filing

Department of the Air Force asks whether an employee who submits
a fraudulent claim may be refused access to the General Accounting
Office (GAO) for purpose of settling his claim. Since GAO has authority
to settle and adjust claims by the Government or against it, employee
may submit claim to GAO even though it is considered fraudulent by
his agency. Agency should expedite adjudication by using agency chan-
nels to send claim to GAO with its report 664

Statistical sampling
Policy and Procedures manual. (See GENERAL ACCOUNTING

OFFICE, Manuals, Policy and Procedures, Statistical sampling
procedures)

Protests
Contracts. (See CONTRACTS, Protests)

Recommendations
Contracts

Basic order agreement use
Agency's conducting informal competition whereby order for data

base development was to be placed under one of two vendors' basic
ordering agreements—where no adequate written solicitation was is-
sued—was procedure at variance with fundamental principles of Federal
negotiated procurement, and also raises question of improper prequalifi-
cation of offerors. General Accounting Office (GAO) recommends that
agency review its procedures for issuing such orders and conduct any
further competition in manner not inconsistent with decision. Case is
also called to attention of General Services Administration for possible
revision of Federal Procurement Regulations 434
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE—Continued
Recommendations—Continued

Contracts—Continii.ed
s.taiicatoa of proposal Page

Award to selected concern in view of submission of significant misstate-
ment to NASA would provoke suspicion and mistrust and reduce con-
fidence in competitive procurement system. Cf. The Franklin Institute,
55 Comp. Gen. 280 (1975), 75—2 CPD 194. Thus, recommendation is
made under Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 that selected con-
cern's proposal be excluded from consideration for award 217

Prior recommendation
Affirmed

Prior decision—with regard to recommendation that startup period
be extended—is affirmed, since interested party failed to present any
facts or legal arguments which were not thoroughly considered in earlier
decision 615

Reopen negotiations
Decision to reject schedule contractor as technically unacceptable to

perform proposed work orders solely because contractor had failed to
submit copy of extremely simple contract modification to agency order-
ing office—where contractor had timely ified contract modification with
agency headquarters and with reasonable effort ordering office could
have verified existence and contents of modification—clearly had no
reasonable basis. GAO recommends that GSA either terminate existing
orders and order Government's requirements under protester's schedule
contract, or reopen negotiations 627

Request for proposals
Cancellation

Not justified
Where (1) Government's actual needs would be satisfied under initial

RFP, (2) one offeror's minor deviation from RFP's contemplated price
scheme was not material, and (3) proposals may be evaluated on equiva-
lent basis, best course of action is for agency to award under initial RFP
to low total priced otherwise acceptable offeror 784

Issuance
Follow-on phases of research projects

While protester was not misled as to evaluation factors for award of
follow-on phase of competitive parallel procurement, GAO suggests that
agency issue request for proposals prior to selection of contractors for
each succeeding phase 328

Termination
Contract modification which substitutes diesel for gasoline engines,

thereby increasing unit price by 29 percent, substantially extending
time for delivery, and resulting in other significant changes to original
contract requirements, is outside scope of original contract, and Gov-
ernment's new requirements should have been obtained through com-
petition. General Accounting Office recommends that agency consider
practicability of terminating contract for convenience c,f Government
and competitively soliciting its requirement for diesel heaters 285

Invitation for bids provided spaces to insert prices for extended price,
unit price and subunit price. Although award was based only on evalua-
tion of extended and unit price, subunit price may not be ignored, since it
cannot be determined from bid which price is correct 410
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE—Continued
Recommendations—Continued

Contracts—Continued
Termination—Continued

GAO review of protests concerning contract modifications agreed to
by procuring activity, or changes ordered by contracting officer, is in-
tended to protect integrity of competitive procurement process 567

Legislation
Clarifying status of South Vietnamese refugees paroled into U.S.

Under express terms of only statute now applicable, there is no basis
for continued employment by Drug Enforcement Administration of
South Vietnamese alien lawfully admitted into United States for perma-
nent residence during fiscal year 1978, since restriction against Federal
employment of aliens contained in Public Law 95—81 contains exception
permitting employment only of South Vietnamese refugees paroled into
United States and no additional exception to employment restriction
provision has been enacted. However, it is doubtful that this result was
intended. Therefore General Accounting Office recommends clarifying
legislation and will defer action pending its consideration by Congress... -. 172
Reviews

Appellate authority
To review GSA transportation settlements

Time-barred requests
Transportation audit function was transferred from this Office to Gen-

eral Services Administration by Public Law 93—604, approved January 2,
1975; it was effective October 12, 1975, and included all transportation
functions including settled claims but left General Accounting Office with
appellate authority to review GSA settlements. Review requests must
be received in GAO no later tha.n 6 months from date of final dispositive
action by GSA or 3 years from date of certain enumerated administrative
actions, whichever is later. Carrier requesting review by GAO or GSA
action after those dates is time-barred. 157
Transportation rate audit

Transfer of functions and personnel
GAO to GSA. (See GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, Audits, Trans-

portation accounts, Transfer to agencies, Rate audit functions
and personnel to GSA)

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
Authority

Surplus property
Under negotiated sale by General Services Administration of surplus

real property to a local government pursuant to section 203(e) (3) (II) of
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Act), 40
U.S.C. 484(e) (3) (H), offers from a source other than local government
units described by 40 U.S.C. 484(e) (3) (II) need not be considered 823
Services for other agencies, etc.

Space assignment
Rental

Liability of GSA for damages to agency property
General Services Administration (GSA) is not required to reimburse

tenant agencies for damage to agency property caused by building fail-
ures or to lower Standard Level User Charges by amount equal to liabil-
ity insurance premium paid by commercial landlords. The general rule is
that one Federal agency is not liable to another for property damages.
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION—Continued
Services for other agencies, etc.—Continued

Space assignment—Continued
Rental—Continued

Liability of GSA for damages to agency property—Continued
There is no basis in Federal Property and Administrative Services Act or
its legislative history to create an exception to this general rule where
GSA serves as landlord 130

GIFTS
Donations. (See DONATIONS)

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
Publications

Federal Register. (See FEDERAL REGISTER)
Revolving fund

Automatic Data Processing equipment, etc. procurement
Rule that contracts executed and supported by fiscal year appropria-

tions may only be made within period of obligation availability and must
concern bona fide need arising within the period of that availability is not
applicable to procurement by Government Printing Office from revolving
fund specifically exempted from fiscalyear limitation 865

GRANTS
Educational institutions

Amendment, etc.
Appropriation availability

A research grant was made to South Carolina State College, an 1890
institution (as defined in 7 U.S.C. 323), under the authority of 7 U.S.C.
450i using fiscal year 1975 appropriated funds. In fiscal year 1976, al-
though it retained some aspects of the original proposal, the research ob-
jective of the grant was changed. The substitute proposal changed the
scope of the original grant and thereby created a new obligation charge-
able to the appropriation of the year (fiscal year 1976) in which the sub-
stitution was made 459
Federal

Grantees
Alternate

Generally, when an original grantee cannot complete the work con-
templated and an alternate grantee is designated subsequent to the ex-
piration of the period of availability for obligation of the grant funds,
award to the alternate must be treated as a new obligation and is not
properly chargeable to the appropriation current at the time the original
grant was made. An exception is authorized in instant case since (1) Los
Angeles County and University of Southern California jointly filed ap-
plication and grant was awarded by National Cancer Institute (NCI)
solely to County only to comply with accounting requirements that there
be only one grantee; (2) NCI has determined that the original need still
exists; and (3) before using these funds, NCI will determine that the "re-
placement grant" will fulfill the same needs and purposes and be of the
scope as the original application 205

Housing and Urban Development Department. (See HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, Loans and grants)

To States. (See STATES, Fed.eral aid, grants, etc.)
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HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE DEPARTMENT
Employees

Establishment of day care centers
Space

The Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) is authorized
by section 524 of the Education Amendments of 1976, 20 U.S. Code 2564,
to use appropriated funds to provide "appropriate donated space" for
any day care facility he establishes. That is, the space may be provided
by the Secretary to the facility without charge. There is no statutory
requirement that this space be in HEW-controlled space, nor is there any
relevant distinction between the payment of "rent" to the General
Services Administration under 40 U.S.C. 490(j) and of rent to a private
concern. Therefore, the Secretary may lease space specially for the
purpose of establishing day care centers for the children of HEW em-
ployees in those instances in which there is no suitable space available
for the establishment of such centers in buildings in which HEW com-
ponents are located ___.. 357
Grants-in-aid

Transfer between grantees
Los Angeles County and University of Southern California (USC)

jointly filed an application for construction of Cancer Hospital and
Research Institute. Grant from National Cancer Institute (NCI) was
approved for the Research Institute, which was to be operated by USC,
while the Hospital was to be paid for and run by the County. Due to
Federal accounting requirements, grant was issued solely to the County,
which subsequently decided not to construct the Hospital. Should NCI
determine that, as to the Research Institute, the original joint applica-
tion and a revised application proposed by USC are comparable and
that the need for the facility still exists, NCI may "replace" the County
with USC as the grantee and charge the original appropriations, even
though they otherwise would be considered to have lapsed 205
Program

Health service
Limitations

Under 5 U.S.C. 7901, Public Law 91—616 and Public Law 92—255, and
implementing regulations, Environmental Protection Agency may
expend appropriated funds for procurement of diagnostic and preventive
psychological counseling services for employees at its Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina, installation 62

HIGHWAYS
Construction

Federal-aid highway program
Antitrust violation recoveries

State brought antitrust treble damages action against suppliers of
asphalt used in highway construction under Federal-aid Highway Pro-
gram. Although United States had declined to share costs of litigation,
Federal Government is entitled to share in resultant settlement attribut-
able to actual damages. 15 U.S.C. 15a does not allow the Federal Govern-
ment to claim share of treble damages 577

Amount of Federal share in antitrust settlement may be applied to
other allowable costs from the periods covered by settlement if the full
percentage of Federal share was not used during these periods 577
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ROUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Loans and grants

Grant procurements
Block grants

Award propriety
Review by GAO Page

General Accounting Office will take jurisdiction to review complaint
against an award of a contract by grantee, which is recipient of Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development block grant 872

HUSBAND AND WIFE
Dual rights when both in military or Federal service

Quarters
Temporary quarters subsistance allowance

Incident to transfer. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Trans-
fers, Relocation expenses, Temporary quarters, Subsistence
expenses, ausband and wife both civilian employees)

INSURANCE
Claims by Government

Validity
Since neither the Federal Medical Care Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C.

2651, nor other authority gave the U.S. the right to collect from the
liability insurer of a negligent driver the value of administrative leave
granted an injured officer of Secret Service Uniformed Division. under
5 U.SC. 6324, the amount mistakenly collected may be paid to the
officer 781

Without legislative authority, the U.S. has no legal claim against
third-party tort feasors or their liability insurers for benefits the U.S.
provides persons because of injuries caused by tort feasors. Under
Supreme Court decisions, such claims involve fiscal policy for Congress
to decide. How ever, in a proper case, the U.S. can have a valid claim
as a third-party beneficiary under insurance contract terms such as for
no-fault, medical payment, and uninsured motorist coverages 781

INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL ACT
Per diem

Headquarters
When employees are assigned under the Intergovernmental Personnel

Act and authorized per diem, their IPA duty stations are considered
temporary duty stations since per diem may not be authorized at head-
quarters. Therefore, employee stationed in San Francisco, California,
who is authorized per diem while on IPA assignment in Washington,
D.C., would not be entitled to per diem under 5 U.S.C. 3375(a) (1) (C)
while performing temporary duty at San Francisco, since Government
may not pay subsistence expenses or per diem to civilian employees at
their headquarters, regardless of any unusual conditions involved. How-
ever, the employee is entitled to travel allowance under 5 U.S.C.
3375(a)(1)(C).... 778

Temporary duty at more than one location
Employee assigned under Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA)

and receiving per diem at his IPA duty station, may receive an addi-
tional per diem allowance for temporary duty (TDY) at another location
since 5 U.S.C. 3375(a)(l) permits such payment. The amount of addi-
tional per diem should reflect only the increased expenses resulting from
the TDY assignment 778
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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT
Employees

Overtime
Prevailing rate employees who negotiate their wages PSge

Department of Interior questions whether it may pay overtime com-
pensation to prevailing rate employees, who negotiate their wages, for
work-free meal periods during overtime or alternatively for meal periods
preempted by overtime work when employees are credited with an addi-
tional 30 minutes of overtime after they are released from duty. Under
5 U.S.C. 5544, employees must perform substantial work during meal
periods to be entitled to overtime compensation and no entitlement
accrues after employees are released from work. Modified by 57 Comp.
Gen. 575 and overruled in part by 58 Comp. Gen. (B—189782,
Jan. 5, 1979) 259
National Park Service

Concessions
Encumbrance of possessory interest

Department of the Interior may revise National Park Service (NPS)
standard concession contract language to allow new park concessioners
to encumber the possessory interest in the concession operation in order
to provide collateral for loan used to purchase the concession operation.
This practice is authorized by 16 U.S.C. 20e (1976) and would not be con-
trary to 16 U.S.C. 3 (1976), which provides for encumbrance of con-
cessioner's assets to finance expansion of existing facilities. Congress made
it clear in enacting 16 U.S.C. 20e that possessory interest sanctioned by
that section could be encumbered for any purpose 607

INVOICES (See VOUCEERS AND INVOICES)

JOINT VENTURES
Bids

Multiple
Bidding as subcontractor and as member of joint venture

Affidavits stating belief that firm bidding both as subcontractor and
as member of joint venture, without informing competitors of dual
role, improperly attempted to influence bid prices, are not sufficient
to overcome affidavits denying such intent. General Accounting Office
(GAO) therefore does not object to award to joint venture. If protester
has further evidence of collusion or false certification of Independent
Price Determination, it should be submitted to procuring agency for
possible forwarding to Department of Justice under applicable regu-
lations 277
Status

Small business status
GAO declines to consider effect of self-certification as small business

by joint venture whose combined receipts may exceed dollar limit
contained in solicitation because GAO does not review questions relating
to small business size status and procurement was not set aside for small
business 277

JUDGMENTS, DECREES, ETC.
Courts. (See COURTS, Judgments, decrees, etc.)
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LEASES

Authority
Appropriation limitations Page
The Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) is authorized

by section 524 of the Education Amendments of 1976, 20 U.S. Code
2564, to use appropriated funds to provide "appropriate donated space"
for any day care facility he establishes. That is, the space may be pro-
vided by the Secretary to the facility without charge. There is no
statutory requirement that this space be in HEW-controlled space, nor
is there any relevant distinction between the payment of "rent" to the
General Services Administration under 40 U.S.C. 490(j) and of rent to
a private concern. Therefore, the Secretary may lease space specially for
the purpose of establishing day care centers for the children of HEW
employees in those instances in which there is no suitable space available
for the establishment of such centers in buildings in which HEW com-
ponents are located 357
Damages

Lessee's liability
Government lessee

General Services Administration for other Government agencies
General Services Administration (GSA) is not required to reimburse

tenant agencies for damage to agency property caused by building
failures or to lower Standard Level User Charges by amount equal to
liability insurance premium paid by commercial landlords. The general
rule is that one Federal agency is not liable to another for property
damages. There is no basis in Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act or its legislative history to create an exception to this
general rule where GSA serves as landlord 130
Oil and gas. (See OIL AND GAS, Leases)
Rent

Limitation
Economy Act restriction

Applicability to condemnation proceedings
The Economy Act, 40 U.S.C. 278a, which prohibits the Government

from entering into a lease wherein the annual rental to be paid exceeds
15 percent of the fair market value of the property, precludes the initia-
tion of condemnation proceedings under the Declaration of Taking Act,
40 U.S.C. 258a, when agency believes condemnation award would ex-
ceed 15 percent limitation 591

State lands
Advance payments. (See PAYMENTS, Advance, State lands, Leased

by Federal Government, Rent)
LEAVES OF ABSENCE

Administrative leave
Injury or ilnesa in line of duty

Insurance proceeds
Since neither the Federal Medical Care Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C.

2651, nor other authority gave the U.S. the right to collect from the
liability insurer of a negligent driver the value of administrative leave
granted an injured officer of Secret Service Uniformed Division under
5 U.S.C. 6324, the amount mistakenly collected may be paid to the
officer 781
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LEAVES OF ABSENCE—Continued
Administrative leave—Continued

Propriety Psge
Employees who have regularly scheduled night shifts are charged

1 hour of annual leave when they work only 7 hours on the last Sunday
in April when daylight savings time begins. Alternatively, agency may,
by union agreement or agency policy, permit employees to work an
additional hour on that day as method of maintaining regular 8-hour
shift and normal pay. Administrative leave is not a proper alternative - 429
Annual

Accrual
Part-time, etc., employees

Intermittent
Immigration and Naturalization Service inspector whose position

was designated "intermittent" is nonetheless entitled to annual leave
benefits on a pro rata basis as a part-time employee having an established
regular tour of duty, since he was routinely issued a form scheduling
his work at specific times and dates for each of the 2 workweeks of the
next pay period. Under these circumstances, the fact that he may not
have been scheduled to work at the same time and on corresponding
days of the 2 workweeks of each pay period does not defeat that entitle-
ment 82

Forfeiture. (See LEAVES OF ABSENCE, Forfeiture)
Recredit on restoration after unjustified removal

Current accrued leave over maximum
District of Columbia Government employee was erroneously separated

and later reinstated. He is entitled to backpay under 5 U.S.C. 5596, less
amounts received as severance pay and unemployment compensation.
Employee is also entitled to credit for annual leave earned during
erroneous separation. Maximum amount of leave is to be restored and
balance is to be credited to a separate leave account. Deductions are
also to be made from backpay for lump-sum payment of terminal leave.. 464
Dc facto employees

Leave accrual. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Defacto, Leave,
Accrual)

Forfeiture
Administrative error
Where employee seeks and obtains an unofficial estimate of projected

retirement annuity, wherein an error in division was made causing an
overstatement of such annuity, but by the time the error was discovered
and the employee decided to postpone retirement, he was unable to
schedule and use all excess annual leave, since calculation error did not
involve consideration of leave matters, such error as was made does not
qualify under 5 U.S.C. 6304 as a basis for restoration of forfeited annual
leave 516

Restored leave
Internal Revenue Service employee on August 26, 1975, submitted a

Standard Form 71 application for annual leave which was denied by his
supervisor due to an exigency of public business. Employee forfeited 152
hours of annual leave at close of 1975 leave year. Leave may be restored
under 5 U.S. Code 6304(d)(1)(A) (Supp. III, 1973) because the employee
timely requested the leave and the agency failed to approve and schedule
the leave or present case to proper official for determination of a public
exigency. This administrative error caused the loss of leave which, but
for the error, could have been restored under 6304(d) (1)(B), as caused
by exigencies of public business 325
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LEAVES OP ABSENCE—Continued
Lump-sum payments

Rate at which payable
Subsequent to separation, retirement, etc. P5Z0

Retroactive wage adjustments for Federal wage board employees
which are not based upon a Government "wage survey," but rather on
negotiations and arbitration under a 1959 basic bargaining agreement,
are not governed by 5 U.s.c. 5344 as added by section 1(a) of Public Law
92—392, section 9(b) of that law preserving to such empiioyees their bar-
gained for and agreed to rights under that basic bargaining agreement__ 589
Military personnel

Payments for unused leave on discharge, etc.
Adjustment on basis of record correction

Requests for waiver of erroneous payments submitted by Army
members retroactively restored to active duty through the correction
of their military records will ordinarily be favorably considered only to an
extent which will prevent the individual member from having a net
indebtedness upon his actual return to duty; however, waiver of further
amounts may be granted for leave payments required to be collected
but for which, due to the statutory leave limit, restoration of the leave
cannot be made 554
Sick

Substitution for annual leave
Employee entitled to use sick leave specifically requested that such

time be charged to annual leave. Family's timely request subsequent to
employee's death that sick leave be substituted for annual leave may in
agency's discretion be allowed and be basis for agency to pay additional
lump-sum leave payment to survivor. B—164346, June 10, 1968, and
B—142571, April 20, 1960, modified 535

LEGISLATION
Construction. (See STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION)
Statutory construction. (See STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION)

MARITIME MATTERS
Vessels

Cargo preference
American vessels. (See TRANSPORTATION, Vessels, American,

Cargo preference)
Crews. (See VESSELS, Crews)

MEDICAL SERVICES
Officers and employees

Psychological counseling
Under 5 U.S.a. 7901, Public Law 91—616 and Public Law 92—255,

and implementing regulations, Environmental Protection Agency may
expend appropriated funds for procurement of diagnostic and preventive
psychological counseling services for employees at its Research Triangle
Park, North carolina, installation 62
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MEDICAL TREATMENT
Dependents of military personnel

Parents
Adoptive

Bona fide adoptive parents of members of the uniformed services
should be included, similarly to natural parents, as eligible dependents to
receive medical benefits pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 1071-4088 (1976), despite
the fact that the statute does not expressly include adoptive parents
within the term "parents" in authorizing such benefits. Decisions to the
contrary should no longer be followed -. 797

MILEAGE
Travel by privately owned automobiles

Between residence and headquarters
Portal-to-portal mileage allowance

Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling on a union-
proposed bargaining agreement provision that requires Department of
Agriculture to authorize portal-to-portal mileage allowances for meat
grader employees who use their private vehicles in connection with their
work. The proposed provision is contrary to the general requirement
that an employee most bear the expense of travel between his residence
and his official headquarters, absent special authority, and therefore may
not be properly included in an agreement 379

Between residence and temporary duty points
Distance between residence and headquarters

Twenty-five mile point
Decision 55 Comp. Gen. 1323 (1976) disallowed two mileage claims

incident to employee's temporary duty because record showed his
residence was at Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, his official station, although
he had home in Ponca City, Oklahoma, 103 miles distant. Employee,
who is in travel status up to 80 percent of the time, has submitted
evidence that he rented motel room on daily basis only when he worked
in Oklahoma City. Claims are now allowable since additional evidence
shows that employee did not have "residence" in Oklahoma City within
the meaning of the Federal Travel Regulations (FPMR 101—7) (May
1973) 32

Rates
Administrative determination of rate payable

Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling on a union-
proposed bargaining agreement provision that requires the Department
of Agriculture to authorize the maximum mileage rate for meat grader
employees who use their privately owned vehicles in connection with
their work. The Federal Travel Regulations (FTR) require agency and
department heads to fix mileage rates in certain situations at less than
the statutory maximum. Hence, the proposed provision is contrary to
theFTR 379
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MILITARY PERSONNEL
Allowances

Basic allowance for quarters (BAQ). (See QUARTERS ALLOWANCE,
Basic allowance for quarters (BAQ))

Dislocation. (See MILITARY PERSONNEL, Dislocation allowance)
Quarters. (See QUARTERS ALLOWANCE)
Station. (See STATION ALLOWANCES)

Annuity election for dependents. (See PAY, Retired, Survivor Benefit
Plan)

De jure status Page
Constructive enlistments may arise for purposes of pay and allowances

generally when individuals "otherwise qualified" to enlist enter upon and
voluntarily render service to the armed forces and the Government ac-
cepts such services without reservation. A member serving under a con-
structive enlistment is regarded as being in a de jure enlisted status and
entitled to pay and allowances 132
Dependents

Education
Transportation

Member of armed services stationed overseas whose dependent son
returned to the United States for his second year of college is not entitled
to reimbursement for such travel notwithstanding orders issued subse-
quent to the travel stated that the travel was in accordance with para-
graph M7103—2, item 7, 1 JTR, and the Base Commander certified that
the delay in publishing the orders was through no fault of the member.
Even if orders had been timely issued, there is no legal basis for such
travel at Government expense because the law and regulations authorize
such travel only if there is a lack of overseas educational facilities which
arose after the dependent's arrival at the overseas station, and that was
not the case 343

Medical treatment. (See MEDICAL TREATMENT, Dependents of
military personnel)

Parents
Adoptive

Bonn lide adoptive parents of members of the uniformed services
should be included, similarly to natural parents, as eligible dependents
to receive medical benefits pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 1071—1088 (1976),
despite the fact that the statute does not expressly include adoptive
parents within the term "parents" in authorizing such benefits. Deci-
sions to the contrary should no longer be followed 797

Transportation. (See TRANSPORTATION, Dependents, Military
personnel)

Dislocation allowance
Members without dependents

Unable to occupy assigned quarters
Although a member without dependents assigned by permanent

change of station orders to a two-crew nuclear powered submarine will
be assigned to quarters of the United States on the submarine, when he
arrives at the home port of the submarine, in many instances he is
required to secure non-Government quarters at which time his travel
allowances are terminated. In such cases it is our view that Congress
did not intend 37 U.S.C. 407(a) (3) to preclude entitlement to a dis-
location allowance when a member is not able to occupy the assigned
quarters and incurs expenses which the allowance is intended to defray.
Regulations may be promulgated authorizing entitlement and 48 Comp.
Gen. 480 and other similar decisions are modified accordingly 178

279—723 0 — 79 — 16
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MILITARY PERSONNEL—Continued
Enlistments

Generally. (See ENLISTMENTS)
Examinations for professional recognition

Fees Pago
Air Force medical officer who performed temporary duty under orders

issued at his personal request that he be temporarily assigned to San
Francisco, California, to take Part II of the American Board of Pedi-
atrics examination, and who was released from active duty several weeks
later, is not entitled to payment of examination fees which he paid prior
to taking Part I of the examination before entry on active duty, since
applicable service regulations limit payment of such expenses to "career"
officers 201
Induction into military service

Void v. voidable
When an enlistment contract is found to be voidable by either the

Government or the individual because of a defect in the enlistment,
either the Government or the individual may waive the defect and
affirm the enlistment so as to confer upon the individual de jure member
status for purposes of pay and allowances 132
Leaves of absence. (See LEAVES OF ABSENCE, Military personnel)
Pay

Retired. (See PAY, Retired)
Per diem. (See SUBSISTENCE, Per diem, Military personnel)
Promotions

Pay. (See PAY, Promotions)
Quarters allowance. (See QUARTERS ALLOWANCE)
Record correction

Overpayment liability
Requests for waiver of erroneous payments submitted by Army

members retroactively restored to active duty through the correction
of their military records will ordinarily be favorably considered only to
an extent which will prevent the individual member from having a net
indebtedness upon his actual return to duty: however, waiver of further
amounts may be granted for leave payments required to be collected
but for which, due to the statutory leave limit, restoration of the leave
cannot be made 554

Payment basis
Army members involuntarily separated from but later retroactively

restored to active duty by administrative record correction action (10
U.S.C. 1552 (1970)) thereby become entitled to retroactive payment of
military pay and allowances; however, they do not gain entitlement to
either reimbursement of legal fees incurred in the matter or damages
based on a tort theory of wrongful separation from active duty 554

Interim civilian earnings
If an Army member is retroactively restored to active duty through

the correction of his military records, and this produces a result showing
the member to have improperly received Federal civilian compensation
concurrently with military pay, the interim Federal civilian compensa-
tion is rendered erroneous and subject to recoupment, but is also subject
to waiver under 5 U.S.C. 5584 (Supp. IV, 1974); a request for waiver of
such erroneous civilian compensation will be favorably considered to an
extent which will prevent the member from having a net indebtedness
upon his actual return to active military service 554
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MILITARY PZRSON1EL—Cont1nued
Record correction—Continued

Payments resulting from correction
Acceptance effect Page

In the absence of a mutual mistake in numerical computation or
similar undisputed error which remains undetected at the time of settle-
ment, acceptance of settlement by an Army member incident to admin-
istrative action taken to correct his military records bars the pursuit of
further claims by the member against the Government in the matter.
10 U.S.C. 1552(c) (1970) 554

Acceptance of settlement by an Army member incident to the ad-
ministrative correction of his military records would not operate to
bar his subsequent request for waiver of erroneous payments of military
pay and allowances shown as debits to his account in the settlement
statement; and the gross amount of such erroneous payments could be
considered for waiver. 10 U.S.C. 2774 (Supp. II, 1972) 554
Reservists

Active duty
flospitalization, medical treatment, etc.

Termination
A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or

ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less under self-terminat-
ing orders who is hospitalized under the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 3721(2)
because of an in-line-of-duty injury not due to own misconduct during
that time, remains in an active military status only through the last day
of duty as prescribed by those orders, with the right to continue to re-
ceive pay and allowances thereafter based on disability to perform
military duty as authorized by 37 U.S.C. 204(g) (2). 40 Comp. Gen.
664, modified

A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or
ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less under self-terminat-
ing orders who is hospitalized due to an in-line-of-duty injury not due
to own misconduct during that time, would not be placed in a status of
being on active duty for 30 days or more even though the period of
hospitalization is covered by an amendment to his orders or new orders
issued to extend his period of active duty solely for the purpose of such
hospitalization, since such a change in status is not authorized. Thus,
such orders would not carry him beyond 30 days for active duty pur-
poses and his rights to be retired for physical disability would remain
determinable under 10 U.S.C. 1204. 40 Comp. Gen. 664, modified 305

A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or
ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less who is hospitalized
for an in-line-of-duty disability not due to own misconduct, and who
suffers an injury in the hospital during the period of active duty covered
by the original orders, so long as that injury is administratively deter-
mined to be in line of duty and not due to own misconduct, may be
considered as being injured as the proximate result of the performance
of active duty for the purpose of 10 U.S.C. 1204. 40 Comp. Gen. 664,
modified 305

A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or
ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less, who is hospitalized
for disease under 10 U.S.C. 3722, or injury under 10 U.S.C. 3721, who
is injured while in the hospital after his active duty period under the
original orders had terminated, is not considered to have been injured
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MILITARY PERSONNEL—Continued
Reservists—Continued

Active duty—Continued
Rospitalization, medical treatment, etc.—Continued

Termination—Continued Page
as the proximate result of the performance of active duty for the purpose
of 10 U.S.C. 1204 benefits unless there is established a causal relation-
ship between the original injury or disease and the injury while in the
hospital, since such injury did not occur while he was in an active duty
status. 40 Comp. Gen. 664, modified 305

Release from active duty
Readjustment pay entitlement basis

A Reserve officer scheduled for release from active duty before com-
pleting 5 years of continuous active duty for purposes of entitlement to
readjustment pay under 10 U.S.C. 687 (1970) requested and was granted
a 6-week extension of service due to his wife's pregnancy. Prior to begin-
ning service on the extension he was found medically unfit for release
and was retained on active duty for physical evaluation, thus serving
over 5 years' continuous active duty. His release from active duty was
involuntary since he had requested augmentation to the Regulars or un-
conditional further duty three times in the preceding 2 years but had been
refused each time. Therefore, he is entitled to readjustment pay 451

Readjustment payment on involuntary release. (See PAY, Readjust-
ment payment to reservists on involuntary release)

Status
During hospitalization, etc.

A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or
ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less, who is hospitalized
for disease under 10 U.S.C. 3722, or injury under 10 U.S.C. 3721, who is
injured while in the hospital after his active duty period under the original
orders had terminated, is not considered to have been injured as the proxi-
mate result of the performance of active duty for the purpose of 10 U.S. C.
1204 benefits unless there is established a causal relationship between the
original injury or disease and the injury while in the hospital, since such
injury did not occur while he was in an active duty status. 40 Comp.
Gen. 664, modified 305
Retired pay. (See PAY, Retired)
Saved pay

Temporary promotions. (See PAY, Promotions, Temporary, Saved pay)
Station allowances. (See STATION ALLOWANCES, Military personnel)
Status

Dc jure. (See MILITARY PERSONNEL, Dc jure status)
Subsistence

Per diem. (See SUBSISTENCE, Per diem, Military personnel)
Survivor Benefit Plan. (See PAY, Retired, Survivor Benefit Plan)
Waiver of overpayments. (See DEBT COLLECTIONS, Waiver, Military

personnel)
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MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPTS
Special account u. miscellaneous receipts

Reimbursement payments Page
While section 601 of the Economy Act permits the depositing of

reimbursements to the credit of appropriations or funds against which
charges have been made pursuant to any order (except as otherwise
provided), such reimbursements may, at the discretion of the agencies,
be deposited in the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. However, deposit
of reimbursements to an appropriation or fund against which no charge
has been made in executing an order is an unauthorized augmentation of
the agency's appropriation and such sums must be deposited as
miscellaneous receipts 674

MOBILE ROMES
Owned or rented by displaced persons

Benefits entitlement
Person who owns or rents mobile home and who, respectively, rents

or owns land on which the mobile home rests and is displaced due to a
Federal or federally assisted program so as to be entitled to benefits
pursuant to Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi-
tion Policies Act of 1970 may not receive benefits under both sections
203 and 204 of that Act. Benefits under section 204 are limited to those
for displaced persons who are not eligible to receive payment under
section 203 613

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON OBSERVANCE OF INTERNATIONAL
WOMEN'S YEAR

National Women's Conference
"Balance" requirements of Federal Advisory Committee Act
The National Women's Conference does not violate the "balance"

requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act since the Com-
mission regulations on organization and conduct of State meetings,
where Conference delegates are selected, afford an extremely broad
basis for participation and leaves the degree of "balance" essentially
to the participants through the normal democratic process. The objective
of balance goes only to the composition of the voting bodies rather than
support or opposition on any given issue 51

Subject to Federal Advisory Committee Act
Since the National Women's Conference, to be organized by the

National Commission on IWY which will, among other functions,
make findings and recommendations on various subjects to be submitted
through the Commission's report to the President, it is an advisory
committee subject to the Federal Advisory Committee Act 51
Not subject to Federal Advisory Committee Act

Upon reconsideration of B—182398, August 10, 1977, General Ac-
counting Office adheres to its original position that the National Com-
mission on the Observance of International Women's Year (IWY) is
not an "advisory committee" subject to the Federal Advisory Committee
Act (5 U.S.C. App. I (Supp. V, 1975)) since there is nothing in Executive
Order 11832 or Public Law 94—167 which assigns the Commission any
advisory functions. While it may make its own recommendations in
the report on the National Conference of Women it submits to Congress
and the President, the Commission was not "established" or "utilized"
for this purpose 51
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NATIONAL COMMISSION ON OBSERVANCE OF INTERNATIONAL
WOMEN'S YEAR—Continued

State and regional meetings
Purpose

Selecting representatives to Conference Paso
Since the State and regional meetings, organized under Public Law

94—167, have the sole statutory purpose of selecting representatives to
the Conference, and they are not required to make recommendations to
the IWY Commission and others, they are not "advisory committees"
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act and are therefore not sub-
ject to its "balance" requirement with regard to meeting participants.
Nor are the State coordinating committees "advisory" since they have
only the operational role of organizing and conducting the State or
regional meetings and are, in effect, grantees of the National Commission_ 51

NATIONAL GUARD
Death and injury

While on training duty
Illness beyond termination date

A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or
ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less under self-terminat-
ing orders who is hospitalized due to an in-line-of-duty injury not due
to own misconduct during that time, would not be placed in a status of
being on active duty for 30 days or more even though the period of
hospitalization is covered by an amendment to his orders or new orders
issued to extend his period of active duty solely for the purpose of such
hospitalization, since such a change in status is not authorized. Thus,
such orders would not carry him beyond 30 days for active duty pro-
poses and his rights to be retired for physical disability would remain de-
terminable under 10 U.S.C. 1204. 40 Comp. Gen. 664, modified 305

A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or
ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less who is hospitalized
for an in-line-of-duty disability not due to own misconduct, and who
suffers an injury in the hospital during the period of active duty covered
by the original orders, so long as that injury is administratively deter-
mined to be in line of duty and not due to own misconduct, may be con-
sidered as being injured as the proximate result of the performance of
active duty for the purpose of 10 U.S.C. 1204. 40 Comp. Gen. 664,
modified 303

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE (See INTERIOR DEPARTMENT, National
Park Service)

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
Applicability of Freedom of Information, Privacy and Sunshine Acts

The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) is an
"agency" for purposes of the Freedom of Information, Privacy, and
Sunshine Acts, notwithstanding the statement in 45 U.S.C. 541 that
Amtrak was not "to be an agency or establishment of the Government
of the United States" since it is (1) headed by a collegial body—board of
directors—the majority of whom are appointed by the President with
the advice and consent of the Senate, and (2) a Government-controlled
Corporation as that term is used in 5 U.S.C. 552(e). Furthermore, legis-
lative history of Freedom of Information and Sunshine Acts indicates
congressional intent to include Amtrak 773
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NIGHT WORE
Compensation. (See COMPENSATION, Night work)

OFFICE OF FEDERAL PROCUREMENT POLICY
lurisdiction

Policy formulation
Procurement matters

Service Contract Act applicability Pege
Where Department of Labor (DOL) notifies agency that it has deter-

mined Service Contract Act (SCA) is applicable to proposed contract,
agency must comply with regulations implementing SCA unless DOL's
view is clearly contrary to law. Since determination that SCA applies
to contract for overhaul of aircraft engines is not clearly contrary to
law, solicitation which does not include required SCA provisions is
defective and should be canceled. Contention that applicability of SCA
should be determined by Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP)
does not justify agency's failure to comply with SCA under circumstances
where OFPP has not taken substantive position on issue 501

OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES
Back Pay. (See COMPENSATION, Removals, suspensions, etc., Back

pay)
Compensation. (See COMPENSATION)
Debt collections. (See DEBT COLLECTIONS)
De facto

Compensation
Reasonable value of services performed

Employee was hired by Forest Service and began working about 2
weeks prior to the date the position description was approved. He filed a
claim for compensation and leave for this period. Employee may be con-
sidered a de facto employee since he performed his duties in good faith and
hence may be compensated for the reasonable value of his service during
de facto period. However, de facto employees do not earn leave and hence
the leave portion of the claim is disallowed 406

Retirement contributions previously deducted from compensation paid
to a de facto employee may be refunded to him, less any necessary social
security contributions, since reasonable value of a de facto employee's
services includes amounts deducted for retirement. 38 Comp. Gen. 175
(1958) should no longer be followed 565

Retention of compensation paid
Civil Service Commission (CSC) directed cancellation of employee's

improper appointment. Since employee served in good faith, he is de facto
employee and may retain salary earned. As a de facto employee, he is not
entitled to lump-sum payment or to retain credit for unused leave at-
tributable to period of de facto employment. Denial of service credit for
that period and denial of refund of health and life insurance premiums was
within jurisdiction of CSC. 38 Comp. Gen. 175, overruled 565
Details. (See DETAILS)
Fines. (See FINES)
Foreign differentials and overseas allowances. (See FOREIGN DIF-

FERENTIALS AND OVERSEAS ALLOWANCES)
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OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES—Continued
Hours of work

Day defined
Twenty-four hour period Page

In 42 Comp. Gen. 195 at 200 it was held, in regard to overtime of wage
board employee under 5 U.S.C. 673c (now 5 U.S.C. 5544), that agency
could regard any 24-hour period as "day." That holding is applicable to
General Schedule employees since provisions of 5 U.S.C. 5544 and 5
U.S.C. 5542 are comparable 101

Forty-hour week
First forty-hour basis

Overtime and traveltime
Couriers

Diplomatic couriers have a basic workweek consisting of the first 40
hours of duty performed. Consequently they do not have a regularly
scheduled administrative workweek within the meaning of 5 U.S.C.
5542(b) (2) (A) and their time spent in travel status away from their of-
ficial duty station does not qualify as hours of employment or work by
virtue of that provision 43

The workweek of diplomatic couriers consists of the first 40 hours of
employment or work in an administrative workweek beginning on Sunday.
Therefore, work performed by them on Sunday falls within their basic
workweek and although not regularly scheduled in the usual sense, may
be compensated at Sunday premium rates up to 8 hours on and after the
first day of the first pay period beginning after July 18, 1966, the effective
date of the law authorizing such premium pay 43
Leaves of absence. (See LEAVES OF ABSENCE)
Membership fees. (See FEES, Membership)
Moving expenses. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Transfers, Reloca-

tion expenses)
Night work

Compensation. (See COMPENSATION, Night work)
Overtime. (See COMPENSATION, Overtime)
Per diem. (Se SUBSISTENCE, Per diem)
Portal-to-portal mileage allowance

Travel by privately owned automobiles. (See MILEAGE, Travel by
privately owned automobile, Between residence and headquarters,
Portal-to-portal mileage allowance)

Prevailing rate employees
Compensation. (See COMPENSATION, Wage board employees, Pre-

vailing rate employees)
Promotions

Compensation. (See COMPENSATION, Promotions)
Temporary

Detailed employees
Arbitrator awarded backpay to two employees based on provision in

negotiated agreement requiring a temporary promotion when an em-
ployee is assigned to higher grade position for 30 or more consecutive
work days. Award may be implemented since arbitrator reasonably
concluded that agency violated agreement in assigning higher grade
duties to grievants for over 30 days. Award is consistent with prior
General Accounting Office decisions and does not conflict with rule
against retroactive entitlements for classification errors 536
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OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES—Coutinued
Promotions—Continued

Temporary—Continued
Detailed employees—Continued Page

Employee, who was successively detailed to two higher grade positions,
can only be awarded retroactive temporary promotion and backpay for
details extending more than 120 days, each detail being treated as a
separate and distinct personnel action 605

Retroactive
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare detailed employees to

higher grade positions, but finds it difficult or impossible to show that
vacancies existed. Claims of employees for backpay under Turner-Cald-
well, 56 Conap. Gen. 427 (1977), may be considered without any finding
of vacancies. It is not a condition for entitlement to a retroactive tem-
porary promotion with backpay that there must have existed, at the time
a detail was ordered, a vacant position to which the claimant was de-
tailed. However, the position must be established and classified 767
Relocation expenses. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Transfers,

Relocation expenses)
Residence

Twenty-five mile point
Decision 55 Comp. Gen. 1323 (1976) disallowed two mileage claims

incident to employee's tempoary duty because record showed his resi-
dence was at Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, his official station, although he
had home in Ponca City, Oklahoma, 103 miles distant. Employee, who
is in travel status up to 80 percent of the time, has submitted evidence
that he rented motel room on daily basis only when he worked in Okla-
homa City. Claims are now allowable since additional evidence shows
that employee did not have "residence" in Oklahoma City within the
meaning of the Federal Travel Regulations (FPMR 101—7) (May 1973) 32
Service agreements

Transfers. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Transfers, Service
agreements)

Subsistence
Per diem. (See SUBSISTENCE, Per diem)

Suits against
Attorneys' fees. (See ATTORNEYS, Fees)

Traffic offenses
Attorney fees for defending
Funds appropriated to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms

may not be used to pay attorney's fees of one of its inspectors charged
with reckless driving. Attorney's fees and other expenses incurred by the
employee in defending himself against traffic offenses committed by
him (as well as fines, driving points and other penalties which the court
might impose) while in the performance of, but not as part of, his official
duties, are personal to the employee and payment thereof is his personal
responsibility 270
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OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES—Continued
Transfers

Cancellation
Government liability Page

Employees were personally informed that their function would be
relocated on specific date. Preliminary offer of transfer, although ad-
vising that separations may be possible, offered agency assistance in
relocating employees to receiving location or elsewhere on priority basis.
Such preliminary offer of transfer constitutes communication of intention
to transfer employees, and expenses incurred after that date should be
further considered by certifying officer to ascertain whether they may
bepaid 447

Agency intended to transfer employees and made firm offers of em-
ployment at new station. Travel orders were not issued because transfer
was cancelled. Absence of travel orders is not fatal to claims for relocation
expenses if there is other objective evidence of agency's intention to
effect transfer. In present case, written offers of employment at new
location to begin at specific time constitutes such objective evidence... - 447

Foreign Service personnel
Rome service transfer allowances

Temporary lodgings
Staying with relatives, etc.

Employee transferred from Athens, Greece, to Washington, D.C.,
was authorized home service transfer allowance under section 250 of the
Standardized Regulations (Government Civilians, Foreign Areas).
Employee submitted claim of $33 per day for lodging portion of home
service transfer allowance for days that he and family resided with
relatives. Since section 251. la of Standardized Regulations authorizes
only "reasonable expenses," this Office applied ruling of 52 Comp. Gen.
78 (1972) which established guidelines for determining reasonableness
of employees' claims for subsistence while occupying temporary quarters
when they resided with relatives 256

Relocation expenses
Attorney fees

Preparing conveyances, other instruments, and contracts
Purchase and/or sale of house not consummated

Legal fees for the preparation of a sales contract are not reimbursable
where the sale is not consummated. Charges for title search, abstract of
title, tax search and similar activities are reimbursable only if custom-
arily paid by seller of old residence or purchaser of new residence in area
where transactions take place 669

Restrictions on reimbursement
Employee claimed reimbursement for attorney's fees paid incident to

sale of old residence and purchase of new residence incident to transfer
of station. Claim for attorney's fees for services in connection with
closing on purchase of new residence is allowed only to extent such fee
represents the attorney's work in conducting closing or preparing closing
documents. Charges for conferences, correspondence and review of docu-
ments are advisory in nature and arc not reimbursable 669

All expenses arising from legal services related to items determined to
be structural changes or capital improvements are not reimbursable as
they are reflected in the purchase price of the residence and not provided
for in the regulations 669
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OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES—Continued
Transfers—Continued

Relocation expenses—Continued
Dependents

Per diem. (See SUBSISTENCE, Per diem, Dependents)
Rouse purchase

Seller's mortgage interest Page
Employee who transferred to new duty station claims reimbursement

for payment of seller's mortgage interest due to delay in settlement on
residence at new duty station. Despite employee's contention that delay
was due, in part, to his performing temporary duty away from the new
duty station, claim is not allowable as miscellaneous expense or incidental
charge customarily paid in the area under Federal Travel Regulations
FPMR 101—7) (May 1973), paras. 2—5.2d and 2—5.2f 696

"Settlement date" limitation on property transactions
Contract date as settlement date

"Contract for deed"
Employee, incident to transfer of official station effective August 18,

1975, sold residence through "contract for deed" on February 27, 1976,
and was reimbursed for expenses incident to transaction. His claim for
additional expenses incurred incident to legal title transfer upon pur-
chaser's payment of loan may be paid. Extension of time limit for settle-
ment is not required since "contract for deed" date, which was within
1 year of employee's transfer, is settlement date under FTR para. 2—6.le.
Additional expenses were made "within a reasonable amount of time"
since they were incurred within 2-year maximum time limitation of
FTR para. 2—6.le. However, payment for title search may not be made
if it duplicates expenses for title insurance. B—188300, August 29, 1977,
amplified 770

Extension
Date of request

Transferred employee reported at new duty station July 1, 1974, and
purchased residence December 12, 1975. He did not request extension
of 1-year initial authorization period to purchase residence until more
than 2 years after his transfer. Paragraph 2—6.le, Federal Travel Regu-
lations (FPMR 101—7) (1973), requires that the purchase be made
within 2 years of transfer, but does not specify time within which
request for extension must be filed. His cl&m is allowed since purchase
was made within 2 years and request may be made even after 2 years
have passed. 54 Comp. Gen. 553, modified 28

Temporary quarters
Absences

Employee who transferred to new duty station performed temporary
duty at old duty station. Period for claiming temporary quarters may
be interrupted for periods of temporary duty, but since temporary
quarters may be reimbursed only in increments of calendar days, occu-
pancy of temporary quarters for even less than a full day constitutes
one of the 30 calendar days. 56 Comp. Gen. 15 (1976). Computation of
30-day period would depend upon when employee departed on tempo-
rary duty, when he returned, and which days he has claimed temporary
quarters. 47 Comp. Gen. 322, modified 696
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OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES—Continued
Transfers—Continued

Relocation expenses—Continued
Temporary quarters—Continued

Beginning of occupancy
Thirty day period Page

Transferred employee begins occupancy of temporary quarters at
6:45 p.m. after travel of less than 24 hours. Although he occupies quarters
for only one quarter day on first day, that day should be counted as full
day in computing temporary quarters allowance. Calendar day is used
to compute number of days for which reimbursement may be made.
Therefore, maximum reimbursement for first 10-day period is 10 times
daily rate (not 91%) since the Federal Travel Regulations, para. 2—5.4c
provides for daily rate without proration. 56 Comp. Gen. 15, amplified_ -. 6

Computation of allowable amount
Thirty day period

Employee, while in temporary quarters, performed official travel dur-
ing 's of 2 days, for which time he was paid per diem. If he chooses,
he does not have to count those 2 days as part of his 30-day entitlement
to temporary quarters. He may, instead, be paid temporary quarters
allowance for the 2 days following the date on which his entitlement
would otherwise have expired 700

Former residence
Employee who trDnsferred to now duty station returned to family

residence at old duty station on weekends. Where the return trips were
not attributable to "official necessity" under the Federal Travel Regu-
lations (FPMR 101—7) (May 1973), para. 2—5.2a, the period for claiming
temporary quarters continues to run 30 consecutive days without inter-
ruption 696

Subsistence expenses
Husband and wife both civilian employees

Husband and wife, both civilian employees of Marine Corps in Phil-
adelphia, were authorized temporary quarters subsistence expenses
incident to transfer to Albany, Georgia. Where transfers were approx-
imately 2 weeks apart, wife was entitled to temporary quarters sub-
sistence expenses as employee as of date husband departed shared
temporary quarters at old station for new duty station. While Federal
Travel Regulations para. 2—1 .5c provides that where members of im-
mediate family are entitled to allowances incident to transfer only one
is eligible as employee, restriction is only applicable to transfers which
occur at same time 389

Title insurance
Employee, incident to transfer of official station effective August 18,

1975, sold residence through "contract for deed" on February 27, 1976,
and was reimbursed for expenses incident to transaction. His claim for
additional expenses incurred incident to legal title transfer upon pur-
chaser's payment of loan may be paid. Extension of time limit for settle-
ment is not required since "contract for deed" date, which was within
1 year of employee's transfer, is settlement date under FTR para. 2—6.le.
Additional expenses were made "within a reasonable amount of time"
since they were incurred within 2-year maximum time limitation of FTR
para. 2—6.le. However, payment for title search may not be made if it
duplicates expenses for title insurance. B—188300, August 29, 1977, am-
plified 770
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OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES—Continued
Transfers—Continued

Relocation expenses—Continued
Transfer not effected Page

Employees were personally informed that their function would be
relocated on specific date. Preliminary offer of transfer, although advising
that separations may be possible, offered agency assistance in relocating
employees to receiving location or elsewhere on priority basis. Such pre-
liminary offer of transfer constitutes communication of intention to trans-
fer employees, and expenses incurred after that date should be further
considered by certifying officer to ascertain whether they may be paid -- - 447

Service agreements
Failure to execute

Agency intended to transfer employees and made firm offers of employ-
ment at new duty station. Employees did not execute service agreements
because transfer was cancelled. Twelve-month service obligation pre-
scribed by 5 U.S.C. 5724(i) (1970) is condition precedent to payment
of relocation expenses. Since more than 2 years has elapsed since transfer
was cancelled, service agreements need not be executed. However, em-
ployees must have remained in Government service for 1 year from date
on which transfer was cancelled 447
Travel by foreign air carriers. (See TRAVEL EXPENSES, Air travel,

Foreign air carriers)
Travel expenses. (See TRAVEL EXPENSES)
Traveltime

Administrative determination
Layover time

The addition of up to 6 hours of layover time on split work days to
the definition of hours or employment or work for diplomatic couriers,
while not specifically authorized by statute or Civil Service Commission
regulation, does not appear to be an unreasonable exercise of adminis-
trative discretion since the "usual waiting time" which interrupts travel
has been held to be compensable. Accordingly this Office interposes no
objection to the inclusion of this layover time in hours of employment
from the date it was added to the definition of hours of work on May 24,
1971 43

"Arduous" travel
Diplomatic couriers' travel with pouch-in-hand is travel involving the

performance of work while traveling and is, therefore, hours of employ-
ment or work under 5 U.S.C. 5542(b) (2) (B). But their travel is not
carried out under arduous conditions within the meaning of that pro-
vision since such travel is that imposed by unusually adverse terrain,
severe weather, etc., and does not include travel by common carriers, in-
cluding airlines 43
Wage board

Compensation. (See COMPENSATION, Wage board employees)
OIL AND GAS

Leases
Rent and improvements

Limitations on expenditures
Applicability

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Program
40 U.S. Code 278a (1970) (section 322, Economy Act of 1932), pro-

hibits paying more than 35 percent of first year's rent for improvements
to leased premises or more than 15 percent of value of premises for annual
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OIL AND GAS—Continued
Leases—Continued

Rent and improvements—Continued
Limitations on expenditures—Continued

Applicability—Continued
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Program—Continued

rent. However, the Energy Policy and Conservation Act provides author-
ity, for purposes of Strategic Petroleum Reserve Program, to locate and
construct storage facilities on leased property. General Accounting Office
will not object to expenditures for rent and improvements incurred in
creation of Strategic Petroleum Reserve which may exceed Economy Act
fiscal limits if disclosed to Congress in Strategic Petroleum Reserve Plan
and not disapproved 316

Storage
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Program

Leasing authority
The Energy Policy and Conservation Act establishes the Strategic

Petroleum Reserve (SPR) Program. All authority under any provision
relating to SPR Program expires June 30, 1985. Department of Energy
may enter into leases for storage space which extend beyond June 30,
1985, if such leases are found to be necessary for Program and in best in-
terests of United States _-_ . 316

ORDERS
Amendment

Retroactive
Travel completed

Where employee was authorized subsistence on actual expense basis
for temporary duty in Washington, D.C., a designated high-rate geo-
graphical area, and he failed to maintain daily record of subsistence ex-
penses, his travel orders may not be retroactively amended to provide re-
imbursement on per diem basis. Travel orders may not be revoked or
modified retroactively so as to increase or decrease rights that have ac-
crued and become fixed under law and regulation except to correct error
apparent on face of orders or when facts demonstrate a provision pre-
viously definitely intended has been omitted through error or mad-
vertance. Record shows no such error or omission in original orders. --.... 367
Pailure to issue

Reimbursement authorized
Agency intended to transfer employees and made firm offers of em-

ployment at new station. Travel orders were not issued because transfer
was cancelled. Absence of travel orders is not fatal to claims for relocation
expenses if there is other objective evidence of agency's intention to effect
transfer. In present case, written offers of employment at new location to
begin at specific time constitutes such objective evidence_ ___...... .. 447

OVERTIME
Compensation. (See COMPENSATION, Overtime)

Active duty
Reservists

Injured in line of duty
Requirement for pay entitlement

A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or
ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less under self-terminat-
ing orders who is hospitalized under the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 3721(2)



INDEX DIGEST 1009

PAY—Continued
Active duty—Continued

Eeservlsts—Contlnued
because of an in-line-of-duty injury not due to own misconduct during
that time, remains in an active military status only through the last day
of duty as prescribed by those orders, with the right to continue to
receive pay and allowances thereafter based on disability to perform
military duty as authorized by 37 U.S.C. 204(g) (2). 40 Comp. Gen. 664,
modified 305

Injury or death
During hospitalization Page

A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or
ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less who is hospitalized
for an in-line-of-duty disability not due to own misconduct, and who
suffers an injury in the hospital during the period of active duty covered
by the original orders, so long as that injury is administratively deter-
mined to be in line of duty and not due to own misconduct, may be
considered as being injured as the proximate result of the performance
of active duty for the purpose of 10 U.S.C. 1204. 40 Comp. Gen. 664,
modified 305

A member of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve, called or
ordered to active duty for a period of 30 days or less, who is hospitalized
for disease under 10 U.S.C. 3722, or injury under 10 U.S.C. 3721, who is
injured while in the hospital after his active duty period under the
orginal orders had terminated, is not considered to have been injured
as the proximate result of the performance of active duty for the purpose
of 10 U.S.C. 1204 benefits unless there is established a causal relation-
ship between the original injury or disease and the injury while in the
hospital, since such injury did not occur while he was in an active duty
status. 40 Comp. Gen. 664, modified 305
Additional

Parachute duty
Active duty for training status

Under current regulations member of Reserves receiving parachute
pay while assigned to parachute duty on inactive duty status is not
entitled to receive such incentive pay while assigned to active duty for
training where the latter position is not designated as parachute duty.
Secretary of Defense advised that regulations may be changed to pro-
vide parachute pay in appropriate circumstances 392

Sea duty
Unusual circumstances

When a member of the uniformed services is assigned on a permanent
change of station to sea duty and the duty is determined by the Secre-
tary concerned as being unusually arduous (absent from the home port
for long periods totaling more than 50 percent of the time), regulations
may be amended to authorize transportation at Government expense of
dependents, baggage and household effects to and from a designated
place even though the location of the home port or shore station are the
same, since such duty is considered sea duty under unusual circumstances
as provided for in 37 U.S.C. 406(e). 43 Comp. Gen. 639, modified 266
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PAY—Continued

Civilian employees. (See COMPENSATION)
Promotions

Temporary
Saved pay

Items for inclusion or exclusion Page
A Navy enlisted member appointed as a temporary officer under

10 U.S.C. 5596 (1976) may not receive an Incentive Bonus authorized
for officers under 37 u.s.C. 312c in addition to the "saved pay and
allowances" of an enlisted member. Such bonus is only an item of pay
of the temporary officer grade to which the member is appointed or
promoted. However, if his pay and allowances entitlement in his officer
status, including the bonus, exceeds his pay and allowances as an en-
listed member (under save pay) be is entitled to be paid as an officer
including the Nuclear Career Annual Incentive Bonus 643
Readjustment payment to reservists on involuntary release

Conditions of entitlement
A Reserve officer scheduled for release from active duty before com-

pleting 5 years of continuous active duty for purposes of entitlement to
readjustment pay under 10 U.S.C. 687 (1970) requested and was granted
a 6-week extension of service due to his wife's pregnancy. Prior to be-
ginning service on the extension he was found medically unfit for release
and was retained on active duty for physical evalaution, thus serving
over 5 years' continuous active duty. His release from active duty was
involuntary since he had requested augmentation to the Regulars or
unconditional further duty three times in the preceding 2 years but had
been refused each time. Therefore, he is entitled to readjustment pay -- 451
Retired

Survivor Benefit Plan
Children

Under the SBP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by Public Law
94—496, effective October 1, 1976, where the member had elected both
spouse and children coverage and there is termination of reduction of
retired pay for spouse coverage because of loss of an eligible spouse
beneficiary, the previously elected child coverage is to be recomputed
since the law governing the SBP requires such coverage to be determined
on an actuarial basis and the loss of the eligible spouse beneficiary has
increased the probability that an annuity would be payable to an elected
dependent child 847

Eligible spouse effect
Under the SBP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by Public Law

94—496, effective October 1, 1976, where the cost of children coverage
had been recomputed and charged following the loss of eligible spouse
beneficiary, then upon the reacquisition of an eligible spouse bene-
ficiary, since children coverage is to remain on an actuarial basis, and
since the gain of an eligible spouse beneficiary has reduced the proba-
bility that an annuity would be payable to an elected dependent child,
the cost of such coverage should be further recomputed 847

Under the SBP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by Public Law
94—496, effective October 1, 1976, since dependent children coverage,
either alone or in combination with spouse coverage, is to be determined
on an actuarial basis, in order to maintain such basis upon the gain of
an eligible spouse beneficiary, further recomputation of children coverage
is to be based on the age of the youngest child and the ages of the member
and remarriage spouse on the date the spouse qualified as an eligible
spouse beneficiary 847
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PAY—Continued
Retired—Continued

Survivor Benefit Plan—Continued
Cost deductions and coverage

Effective date Page
Under the SBP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by Public Law

94—496, effective October 1, 1976, where a member reacquires an eligible
spouse beneficiary, and there is further recomputation of the cost of
coverage because of the existence of previously elected dependent
children beneficiaries, since reduction in retired pay for coverage purposes
is charged on an indivisible monthly basis, such further recomputed
coverage charges would not resume until the first day of the month
following change of coverage status, unless such status change occurred
on the first day of the month, then appropriate charges are to be made
for that month 847

Spouse
Alternate rights

Monthly Survivor Benefit Plan annuity payable to a widow age 62
under 10 U.S. Code 1451 shall be reduced by Social Security survivor
benefit to which she would be entitled based solely upon the deceased
husband's military service, notwithstanding fact that the Social Security
Administration may allow her an alternative of receiving the higher of
Social Security payments resulting from her marriage to the member or
the Social Security payments of a subsequent marriage 339

Coverage
Termination

Under the Survivor Benefit Plan (SBP), 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as
amended by section 1(5) (A) (ii) of Public Law 94—496, effective October 1,
1976, where a member had elected spouse coverage but reduction of
retired pay for spouse coverage is terminated because the member no
longer has an eligible spouse beneficiary, so long as he had an eligible
spouse beneficiary on the first day of the month, full reduction of retired
pay for spouse coverage is required since charges are made on an indi-
visible monthly basis 847

Eligible beneficiary
Under the SBP, 10 U.S.C. 1447—1455, as amended by Public Law

94—496, effective October 1, 1976, after spouse coverage is terminated
due to loss of eligible spouse beneficiary and the member remarries,
since reduction in retired pay for spouse coverage purposes is charged
on an indivisible monthly basis, such reduction in retired pay would
not resume until the first month following the date such spouse attains
eligible spouse beneficiary status, unless such date is on the first of a
month, then appropriate charges are to be made for that month 847

Post-participation election changes of member
A pre-Survivor Benefit Plan effective date retiree, who is unmarried

with a dependent child on the first anniversary date of the Survivor
Bencfit Plan, may elect spouse coverage under the fourth sentence of 10
U.S.C. 1448(a) upon marriage after the close of the 18-month election
period authorized under subsection 3(b) of Public Law 92—425, as
amended, notwithstanding fact that he could have elected coverage for
his dependent child during that period and failed to do so. Compare
B--187179, November 30, 1976 98

279—723 0 — 79 — 17
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PAY—Continued
Retired—Continued

Survivor Benefit Plan—Continued
Spouse—Continued

Prior undissolved marriage Pego
A married service member retired prior to the effective date of the

Survivor Benefit Plan (SBP) entered into a ceremonial marriage without
having dissolved a prior marriage and subsequently elected SBP coverage
for his alleged second spouse listing her by name on the election form.
Since the member's entry into the SBP was pursuant to section 3(b) of
Public Law 92—425, which required an affirmative election into the SBP,
and since the person for whom he elected the annuity was not his lawful
wife (and therefore was not entitled to an annuity under 10 U.S.C.
1450(a)(1)) his election into the SBP was invalid and no annuity is
payable 426

Social Security offset
Monthly Survivor Benefit Plan annuity payable to a widow under 10

U.S. Code 1451 and Section 401a(2) of Department of Defense Direc-
tive 1332.27 shoWd not be offset by Social Security mother's benefit when
entitlement is denied administratively by the Social Security Adminis-
tration ._. 339
Saved

Temporary promotions. (See PAY, Promotions, Temporary, Saved pay)
Sea duty. (See PAY, Additional Sea duty)
Waiver of overpayments. (See DEBT COLLECTIONS, Waiver, Military personnel,

Pay, etc.)
Withholding

Debt liquidation
Retired pay

An Air Force disbursing officer may not pay a retired officer's pay into
the Registry of a Texas State court as directed by the court in a garnish-
ment proceeding for the collection of the officer's debt to his former wife
incident to a community property settlement, since community prop-
erty is not within the definition of "alimony" for which the Federal
Government has waived its immunity to State garnishment proceedings
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 659 (Supp. V, 1975) 420

Garnishment. (See GARNISHMENT, Military pay, etc.)

PAYMENTS
Advance

Contracts. (See CONTRACTS, Payments, Advance)
State lands

Leased by Federal Government
Rent

The advance payment of rent, on annual basis, under proposed lease
of land with the State of Idaho is not in contravention of the prohibition
against advance payments in 31 U.S. Code 529 since possibility of loss
is remote where a State is the recipient. 399

Subscriptions to newspapers, periodicals, etc.
Microfilm, etc.

Rental
Authority

Advance payment authority for subscriptions to newspapers, periodi-
cals and other publications contained in 31 U.S.C. 530a and 530b extends
to rental of microfilm library .583
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PAYMENTS—Contlnuecl
Erroneous

Recovery Page
Where employee has been paid on voucher for travel expenses and

fraud is then found to have been involved in a portion of claim, the
recoupnient of the improperly paid item should be made to the same
extent and amount as if his claim were not yet paid and were to be
denied because of fraud. Decision 41 Comp. Gen. 285 (1961) and 41 Id.
206 (1961) are clarified 664

PERSONAL SERVICES
Contracts

Mess attendant services
Contract for mess attendant services is not a personal services contract

since there is no direct Federal supervision of contractor personnel 271
Detective employment prohibition

Applicability
Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, in United States ex rel. Weinberger v.

Equifax, construed 5 U.S.C. 3108, the Anti-Pinkerton Act, as applying
only to organizations which offer "quasi-military armed forces for hire."
Although the Court did not define "quasi-military armed force," we do
not believe term covers companies which provide guard or protective
services. General Accounting Office will follow Court's interpretation in
the future. Prior decisions inconsistent with Equifax interpretation will
no longer be followed. See 57 Comp. Gen. 480 524

Violation
Equif ax case effect

Protest against proposed award to second low bidder on ground that
award would violate Anti-Pinkerton Act, 5 U.S.C. 3108 (1970), and
implementing procurement regulation is denied. GAO will hereafter
interpret act in accord with judicial interpretation in United States ex
rel. Weinberger v. Equifax, Inc., 557 F. 2d 456, 463 (5th Cir. 1977),
providing that "an organization is not 'similar' to the * * * Pinkerton
Detective Agency unless it offers quasi-military armed forces for hire."
Where record does not show that bidder offers such a force, it is not a
"similar organization" within the meaning of the act, and award may
properly be made to bidder. 55 Comp. Gen. 1472, 56 Id. 225, and other
cases, overruled or modified 480
Performance delay, etc.

Use of military personnel
Legality

Invitation for bids provision in mess attendant services contract
allowing Government to assign military personnel to perform services
where contractor fails to maintain adequate level of services does not
result in illegal personal services contract 431

POST EXCHANGES, SHIP STORES, ETC.
Commissary store operations

Surcharge on sales of goods
Authorized by statute

Where statute authorizes imposition of surcharge on sales of goods
sold in commissaries and provides for specific use of funds collected, such
funds are appropriated and subject to settlement by General Accounting
Office (GAO). Therefore, GAO will consider bid protest involving pro-
curement funded by commissary surcharge fund. Prior decisions are
overruled 311
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PRINTING AND BINDING
Authority Page

Government Printing Office is required by 44 U.S.C. 1504(a)(3) to
publish information in Federal Register that Amtrak is required to
publish under Freedom of Information, Privacy, and Sunshine Acts.
Furthermore, Amtrak may be billed for such publication in accordance
with 44 U.S.C. 1509, as amended by Pub. L. No. 95—94, since Amtrak is
an "agency" within the context of that provision 773

PRIVACY ACT
Applicability

The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) is an
"agency" for purposes of the Freedom of Information, Privacy, and
Sunshine Acts, notwithstanding the statement in 45 U.S.C. 541 that
Amtrak was not "to be an agency or establishment of the Government
of the United States" since it is (1) headed by a collegial body—board of
directors—the majority of whom are appointed by the President with
the advice and consent of the Senate, and (2) a Government-controlled
Corporation as that term is used in 5 U.S.C. 552(e). Furthermore, legis-
lative history of Freedom of Information and Sunshine Acts indicates
congressional intent to include Amtrak 733

PROPERTY
Private

Acquisition
Relocation expenses to "displaced persons"

Statutory limitation on amount
Person who owns or rents mobile home and who, respectively, rents

or owns land on which the mobile home rests and is displaced due to a
Federal or federally assisted program so as to be entitled to benefits
pursuant to Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi-
tion Policies Act of 1970 may not receive benefits under both sections
203 and 204 of that Act. Benefits under section 204 are limited to those
for displaced persons who are not eligible to receive payment under
section203 613

Damage, loss, etc.
Carrier's liability

Prima facic case
Shipper establishes prima facie case of carrier liability for loss or

damage in transit by showing failure to deliver the same quantity or
quality of goods at destination

Once prima facie case of loss or damage in transit is established, burden
is on carrier to show by affirmative evidence that loss or damage did not
occur in its custody or was sole result of an excepted cause and mere
suggestion or allegation is not sufficient 415

Evidence
Determination by administrative office that additional damage was

caused will be accepted by the General Accounting Office in the absence
of clear and convincing contrary evidence 415

Government liability
Leases. (See LEASES, Damages, Lessee's liability, Government

lessee)
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PROPERTY—Continued
Private—Continued

Damage, loss, etc.—Continued
Household effects

Carrier liability Page
Carriers of household goods have entered into agreement with branches

of the military departments to accept liability for damages or loss noted
to the carrier within 30 days of delivery 415

Inventory
Household goods carrier receiving packaged goods from warehouse or

another carrier is not required by provisions of Basic Tender of Service,
Department of Defense Regulations 4500.34R, to unpack and examine
goods to prepare inventory 415

More than one custodian
Presumption

Loss of or damage to goods which pass through the hands of several
custodians is presumed at common law to occur in the custody of the last
custodian 415

Lease
Oil and gas storage. (See OIL AND GAS, Leases)

Real property. (See REAL PROPERTY)
Public

Damage, loss, etc.
Between Government agencies

Liability
General Services Administration (GSA) is not required to reimburse

tenant agencies for damage to agency property caused by building f all-
ures or to lower Standard Level User Charges by amount equal to liability
insurance premium paid by commercial landlords. The genera.l rule is
that one Federal agency is not liable to another for property damages.
There is no basis in Federal Property and Administrative Services Act
or its legislative history to create an exception to this general rule where
GSA serves as landlord 130

Carrier's liability
Burden of proof

Prima facie case of liability of common carrier is established when
shipper shows delivery to carrier at origin in good condition and delivery
by carrier at destination in damaged condition. Once prima facie case is
established, burden of proof shifts to the carrier and remains there. To
escape liability, carrier must show that loss or damage was due to one
of the excepted causes and that it was free of negligence 170

Prima facie case. (See PROPERTY, Public, Damage, loss, etc.,
Carrier's liability, Burden of proof)

Evidence
Delivery receipt

A delivery receipt signed by the consignee does not establish as a
matter of law that property was in good condition when delivered to
him. A delivery receipt is subject to explanation and correction 170
Real. (See REAL PROPERTY)

PROTESTS
Contracts. (See CONTRACTS, Protests)
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QUARTERS
Not assigned

Military personnel without dependents
Station allowances Page

Although station allowances authorized under the provisions of 37
U.S.C. 405 (1970) for members without dependents ordinarily are not
payable to a member until he reports at his permanent station, the
Joint Travel Regulations may be amended to provide that permanent
change of station travel terminates when a member reports to the home
port of a two-crew nuclear submarine at which time he becomes entitled
to allowances applicable to training and rehabilitation duty at the
home port of such vessel even though he has not reported on board. At
that time station allowances would be payable under current rates if he
is not assigned to Government quarters, since he incurs expenses which
these allowances were designed to defray. Contrary decisions are modi-
fled accordingly 178
Unable to occupy

Military members without dependents
Dislocation allowance

Although a member without dependents assigned by permanent
change of station orders to a two-crew nuclear powered submarine will
be assigned to quarters of the United States on the submarine, when he
arrives at the home port of the submarine, in many instances he is
required to secure non-Government quarters at which time his travel
allowances are terminated. In such cases it is our view that Congrcns
did not intend 37 U.S.C. 407(a) (3) to preclude entitlement to a disloca-
tion allowance when a member is not able to occupy the assigned quarters
and incurs expenses which the allowance is intended to defray. Regula-
tions may be promulgated authorizing entitlement and 48 Comp. Gen.
480 and other similar decisions are modified accordingly__ - 178

QUARTERS ALLOWANCE
Basic allowance for quarters (BAQ)

Assigned to Government quarters
Member on sea duty

Living with family while in port
A member assigned to sea duty who occupies Government family-type

quarters assigned to his spouse when the vessel is in port is assigned to
quarters on the vessel and is considered a member without dependents
by virtue of 37 U.S.C. 420 (1970). Therefore he is not entitled to BAQ
under 37 U.S.C. 403(c), and is entitled to partial BAQ authorized by
37 U.S.C. 1009(d) 194

Nonoccupancy for personal reasons
When a member without dependents is offered an assignment to

adequate Government quarters and chooses not to occupy such quarters
for personal reasons, he is considered to have been assigned Government
quarters within the meaning of 37 U.S.C. 403(b) and is not entitled to a
basic allowance for quarters (BAQ) even if quarters are subsequently
assigned to another member. Therefore, since the member is not entitled
to BAQ because of 37 U.S.C. 403(b), partial BAQ may be paid under
37 U.S.C. 1009(d) 194
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QUARTERS ALLOWANCE—Continued
Bnsic nilowance for quarters—Continued

Navy members assigned to two-crew nuclear submarines
Permanent change of station

Not assigned quarters Page
Regulations may be changed to provide that basic allowance for

quarters authorized under 37 U.S.C. 403 (1970) may be paid to members
in pay grades E—4 (with less than 4 years' service) arid below, prior to
reporting on board the two-crew nuclear submarine when attached
thereto incident to a permanent change of station, when they arrive at
the submarine's home port and are not assigned Government quarters
and are not entitled to a per diem allowance by virtue of a proposed
change in regulations terminating permanent change of station travel
at the time the member reports to the home port of these vessels. Such
allowance would then be based upon the member's entitlements in a
training and rehabilitation status. Contrary decisions are modified
accordingly 178

RAILROADS
Amtrack

Applicability of Freedom of Information, Privacy and Sunshine Acts
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) is an

"Agency" for purposes of the Freedom of Information, Privacy, and
Sunshine Acts, notwithstanding the statement in 45 U.S.C. 541 that
Amtrak was not "to be an agency or establishment of the Government
of the United States" since it is (1) headed by a coliegial body—board
of directors—the majority of whom are appointed by the President
with the advice and consent of the Senate, and (2) a Government-.
controlied Corporation as that term is used in 5 U.S.C. 552(e). Further-
more, legislative history of Freedom of Information and Sunshine Acts
indicates congressional intent to include Amtrak 773

REAL PROPERTY
Acquisition

Condemnation proceedings
Propriety of initiating

Economy Act restrictions
Lease ceiling applicability

The Economy Act, 40 U.S.C. 278a, which prohibits the Government
from entering into a lease wherein the annual rental to be paid exceeds
15 percent of the fair market value of the property, precludes the initia-
tion of condemnation proceedings under the Declaration of Taking Act, 40
U.S.C. 258a, when agency believes condemnation award would exceed
15 percent limitation 591

Relocation costs
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition

Policies Act of 1970
Person who owns or rents mobile home and who, respectively, rents

or owns land on which the mobile home rests and is displaced due to a
Federal or federally assisted program so as to be entitled to benefits
pursuant to Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi-
tion Policies Act of 1970 may not receive benefits under both sections 203
and 204 of that Act. Benefits under section 204 are limited to those for
displaced persons who are not eligible to receive payment under section
203 613
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REAL PROPERTY—Continued

Surplus Government property
Sale

Price sufficiency Page
General Accounting Office will not question appraisal of property's

fair market value unless it can be shown to have been conducted im-
properly or to he lacking in credibility 823

Propriety of negotiated sale
Under negotiated sale by General Services Administration of surplus

real property to a local government pursuant to section 203(e)(3)(II) of
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Act), 40
U.S.C. 484(e)(3)(H), offers from a source other than local government
units described by 40 U.S.C. 484(e)(3)(H) need not be considered 823

REGULATIONS
Compliance

Mandatory v. permissive
Drug Enforcement Administration employees on temporary duty for

training, September through December 1969, under travel authoriza-
tions prescribing $16 per diem, maximum at time of issuance, claim $25
per diem from November 10, 1969, date maximum was increased by
Public Law 91—114 and Standardized Government Travel Regulations.
Claims are disallowed under 31 U.S.C. 71a since they were not filed with
the General Accounting Office within 6 years after the date they accrued.
Moreover, law and regulation merely established new higher limit and
did not make increase mandatory or automatic. Agency took no admin-
istrative action to authorize higher rate. Therefore, there is no lawful
basis for paying more than $16. 49 Comp. Gen. 493, 55 id. 179,
distinguished 281
Constructive

Agency determination
Acceptance

Agency's determination that provisions of one of its regulations are
not applicable to particular situation is clearly correct. Moreover, even
if regulation was less than clear and subject to being construed to cover
situation, agency interpretation of its own regulation would be entitled
to "great deference." 347
Legality

Bid responsiveness
Nonconforming bid samples

Acceptance
While award of contract to bidder which submitted nonconforming

bid samples on belief that bidder's production items would comply with
solicitation specifications follows agency's internal regulations, such
procedures violate statutory and regulatory requirements that award
be made to responsible bidder whose bid conforms to the solicitation.
41 U.S.C. 253(b) (1970) 686
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REGULATIONS—Continued
Travel

Joint
Amendments Page

Joint Travel Regulations may be revised to indicate that section 5
of International Air Transportation Fair Competitive Practices Act
(49 U.S.C. 1517) does not restrict the use of foreign air carriers when
such transportation is paid for in full by a foreign government, inter-
national agency or other organization either directly or by reimburse-
ment to the United States. However, the Merchant Marine Act require-
ment for use of vessels of U.S. registry applies regardless of whether the
transportation is ultimately paid for by a foreign government, inter-
national agency or other organization 546

Station allowances
Navy members assigned to two-crew nuclear submarines

Although station allowances authorized under the provisions of 37
U.S.C. 405 (1970) for members without dependents ordinarily are not
payable to a member until he reports at his permanent station, the
Joint Travel Regulations may be amended to provide that permanent
change of station travel terminates when a member reports to the home
port of a two-crew nuclear submarine at which time he becomes entitled
to allowances applicable to training and rehabilitation duty at the home
port of such vessel even though he has not reported on board. At that
time station allowances would be payable under current rates if he is not
assigned to Government quarters, since he incurs expenses which these
allowances were designed to defray. Contrary decisions are modified
accordingly 178

Unjustified
Where U.S. air carrier service originating in Vienna, Austria, requires

connections in New York en route to Washington, D.C., traveler may
not use foreign air carrier between Vienna and London, England, or Paris,
France, to connect with a direct flight to Washington, to avoid the con-
gestion of JFK International Airport, New York. The inconvenience of
air traffic routed through New York is shared by approximately 40 per-
cent of all U.S. citizens traveling abroad. It does not justify deviation
from the scheduling principles that implement 49 U.S.C. 1517 inasmuch
as the proposed deviation would diminish U.S. air carrier revenues 519

Promulgation
Dislocation allowances

Navy members assigned to two-crew nuclear submarines
Although a member without dependents assigned by permanent change

of station orders to a two-crew nuclear powered submarine will be as-
signed to quarters of the United States on the submarine, when he arrives
at the home port of the submarine, in many instances he is required to
secure non-Government quarters at which time his travel allowances are
terminated. In such cases it is our view that Congress did not intend
37 U.S.C. 407(a) (3) to preclude entitlement to a dislocation allowance
when a member is not able to occupy the assigned quarters and incurs ex-
penses which the allowance is intended to defray. Regulations may be
promulgated authorizing entitlement and 48 Comp. Gen. 480 and other
similar decisions are modified accordingly 178
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REGULATIONS—Continued
Waivers

Regulations pursuant to statutes Pago
The Commissioner of Education has no authority to make an excep-

tion from the statutory regulation (45 C.F.R. 100.1) which defines
"public agency" as excluding Federal agencies for purposes of grant or
contract awards under section 223 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 662

RELEASES
Contracts. (See CONTRACTS, Releases)

RELOCATION EXPENSES
Displaced persons

Acquisition of private property by Government. (Sec PROPERTY,
Private, Acquisition, Relocation expenses to "displaced persons")

Transfers
Officers and employees. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Trans-

fers, Relocation expenses)
REPORTS

Administrative
Contract protest

Report not requested by GAO
Reconsideration request

Error of law basis
General Accounting Office (GAO) Bid Protest Procedures contem-

plate that requests for reconsideration of bid protest decisions are to be
resolved as promptly as possible. Therefore, where it appears from record
and submission of party requesting reconsideration that prior decision
is not legally erroneous, GAO will decide reconsideration request without
requesting comments from procuring agency. Issuance of decision under
such circumstances is not premature or unfair to party requesting
reconsideration which states it expected to receive copy of agency re-
sponse and have opportunity to reply thereto.__.. 395

Timeliness of report
Agency report on protest filed within 25 working days is within guide-

lines of General Accounting Office Bid Protest Procedures, which antic-
ipate that report will be filed within that time period.. 251

Agency delay in filing response to protest is procedural matter, not
affecting merits of protest. Response to protest cannot be disregarded on
this basis 827

Disputed questions of fact
In reviewing General Services Administration (GSA) settlements,

General Accounting Office must rely on written record and, in the absence
of clear and convincing contrary evidence, will accept as correct facts in
GSA's administrative report. Carrier has burden of affirmatively proving
itscase 155

RETIREMENT
Civilian

Refund of deductions
Void or voidable appointments

Retirement contributions previously deducted from compensation
paid to a de facto employee may be refunded to him, less any necessary
social security contributions, since reasonable value of a de facto em-
ployee's services includes amounts deducted for retirement. 38 Comp.
Gen. 175 (1958) should no longer be followed 565
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RETIREMENT—Continued
Civilian—Continued

Service credits
Civil Service Commission jurisdiction

Civil Service Commission (CSC) directed cancellation of employee's
improper appointment. Since employee served in good faith, he is de facto
employee and may retain salary earned. As a de facto employee, he is not
entitled to lump-sum payment or to retain credit for unused leave at-
tributable to period of de facto employment. Denial of service credit for
that period and denial of refund of health and life insurance premiums
was within jurisdiction of CSC. 38 Comp. Gen. 175, overruled 565
Foreign Service personnel. (See FOREIGN SERVICE, Retirement)
Military personnel

Retired pay. (See PAY, Retired)
SALES

Real property. (See REAL PROPERTY, Surplus Government property,
Sale)

SERVICE CONTRACT ACT OF 1965 (See CONTRACTS, Labor stipulations,
Service Contract Act of 1965)

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
Authority

Small business concerns
Determination of responsibility

Tenacity and perseverance
Contract performance

Protest by small business against contracting officer's determination
of nonresponsibility because of lack of tenacity and perseverance is dis-
missed since, pursuant to recent amendment of Small Business Act,
Public Law 95—89, section 501, 91 Stat. 553, the matter ha been referred
for final disposition by Small Business Administration
Contracts

Awards to small business concerns. (See CONTRACTS, Awards,
Small business concerns)

SOCIAL SECURITY
Military personnel

Retired
Survivor Benefit Plan

Offset
Formula

Monthly Survivor Benefit Plan annuity payable to a widow age 62
under 10 U.S.C. Code 1451 shall be reduced by Social Security survivor
benefit to which she would be entitled based solely upon the deceased
husband's military service, notwithstanding fact that the Social Security
Administration may allow her an alternative of receiving the higher of
Social Security payments resulting from her marriage to the member or
the Social Security payments of a subsequent marriage 339

Mother's Social Security benefit
Monthly Survivor Benefit Plan annuity payable to a widow under

10 U.S. Code 1451 and Section 401a(2) of Department of Defense
Directive 1332.27 should not be offset by Social Security mother's
benefit when entitlement is denied administratively by the Social Se-
curity Administration 339
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STATE DEPARTMENT
Employees

Couriers
Hours of work Page

1)iplomatic couriers have a basic workweek consisting of the first 40
hours of duty performed. Consequently they do not have a regularly
scheduled administrative workweek within the meaning of 5 U.s.c.
5542(b) (2) (A) and their time spent in travel status away from their
official duty station does not qualify as hours of employment or work by
virtue of that provision 43

Dead head travel
On and after the effective date of the amendment to 5 U.s.c. 5542(b),

January 15, 1968, diplomatic couriers' officially ordered or approved
"dead head" travel qualifies as hours of employment or work as travel
incident to travel that involves the performance of work while traveling.
It is not necessary to determine whether their travel results from an
event which could not be scheduled or controlled administratively
because they are being credited with all officially ordered and approved
actual travel time as pouch-in-hand time or "dead head" time.... 43

Travel with pouch-in-hand
l)iplomatic couriers' travel with pouch-in-hand is travel involving the

performance of work while traveling and is, therefore, hours of employ-
ment or work under 5 U.S.C. 5542(b) (2) (B). But their travel is not carried
out under arduous conditions within the meaning of that provision since
such travel is that imposed by unusually adverse terrain, severe weather,
etc., and does not include travel by common carriers, including airlines 43

Layover time
The addition of up to 6 hours of layover time on split work days to the

definition of hours or employment or work for diplomatic couriers, while
not specifically authorized by statute or Civil Service Commission regula-
tion, does not appear to be an unreasonable exercise of administrative
discretion since the "usual waiting time" which interrupts travel has
been held to be compensable. Accordingly this Office interposes fl() ob-
jection to the inclusion of this layover time in hours of employment from
the date it was added to the definition of hours of work on May 24, 1971 43

STATES
Federal aid, grants, etc.

Municipalities
Grant procurements

Award propriety
Revew authority

General Accounting Office will take jurisdiction to review complaint
against an award of a contract by grantee, which is recipient of I)epart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development block grant 872
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STATES—Continued
Pederal aid, grants, etc.—Contlnued

Recovery by Federal Government
Antitrust violations Page

State brought antitrust treble damages action against suppliers of
asphalt used in highway construction under Federal-aid Highway
Program. Although United States had declined to share costs of litigation,
Federal Government is entitled to share in resultant settlement attrib-
utable to actual damages. 15 U.S.C. 15a does not allow the Federal
Government to claim share of treble damages 577

Federal-aid highway program
Amount of Federal share in antitrust settlement may be applied

to other allowable costs from the periods covered by settlement if the
full percentage of Federal share was not used during these periods 577

Restrictions imposed by law
Grant percentages

Decision B—178564, July 19, 1977 holding that section 13(k) of
National School Lunch Act as amended by Public Law 94—105, which
required payment in "amount equal to 2 percent" of funds distributed
to each state, limits amount payable to States for costs incurred in
administration of summer food program is reaffirmed. Section 7 of
Child Nutrition Act cannot be construed as additional source of funds
for such payments independent of 2 percent limitation. Holding in July
1977 decision is also consistent with most significant legislative history
of recent statute amending these sections 163
Lands

Leased by Federal Government
Advance payments. (See PAYMENTS, Advance, State lands, Leased

by Federal Government, Rent)
Revenue sharing by Federal Government

Used to obtain matching funds
Legality

Funds distributed by the Department of the Treasury under title
II, Public Works Employment Act of 1976, (Countercyclical Revenue
Sharing), Public Law 94—369, 90 Stat. 1002, as amended (42 U.S.C.A.
6721 et seq.) may be used to meet non-Federal share matching require-
ments of Medicaid program, 42 U.S.C. 1396—1396j. Congress intends
that Federal funds distributed under title II be treated in the same "no
strings" manner as general revenue sharing funds under the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, 31 U.S.C. 1221 et seq. rather than
as grants. Accordingly, the lack of specific statutory language per-
mitting use of these funds as non-Federal share does not stand in the
way of such use as it would in the case of grants 710
State and regional meetings

National Commission on Observance of International Women 'a Year.
(See NATIONAL COMMISSION ON OBSERVANCE OF INTER-
NATIONAL WOMEN'S YEAR, State and regional meetings)
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STATION ALLOWANCES
Military personnel

Temporary lodgings
Change of station

Government quarters not assigned Page
Although station allowances authorized under the provisions of 37

U.S.C. 405 (1970) for members without dependents ordinarily are not
payable to a member until he reports at his permanent station, the
Joint Travel Regulations may be amended to provide that permanent
change of station travel terminates when a member reports to the home
port of a two-crew nuclear submarine at which time he becomes entitlc(l
to allowances applicable to training and rehabilitation duty at the home
port of such vessel even though he has not reported on board. At that
time station allowances would be payable under current rates if he is
not assigned to Government quarters, since he incurs expenses which
these allowances were designed to defray. Contrary decisions are modified
accordingly 178

STATUTES OF LIMITATION
Claims

Compensation
Fair Labor Standards Act

Certifying officer questions what is the statute of limitations on claims
filed by Federal employees under Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA).
Although there is a time limitation on "actions at law" under FLSA,
there is no statutory time limitation when such claims may be filed as
claims cognizable by General Accounting Office (GAO). Therefore,
time limit for filing FLSA claims in GAO is 6 years. 31 U.S.C. 71a and
237 .. 441

Date of accrual
Compensation payments

Back pay
Individuals who "opted out" of plaintiff-class in March v. United

States, 506 F. 2d 1306 (D.C. Cir. 1974), may be paid backpay in accord-
ance with the court's interpretation of Public Law 89--391. However,
since these claims are being allowed administratively, and not under
March, the statute of limitations contained in 31 U.S.C. 71a applies to
limit recovery where applicable. -.-

Per diem
Drug Enforcement Administration employees on temporary duty for

training, September through I)ecember 1969, under travel authorizations
prescribing $16 per diem, maximum at time of issuance, claim S25 per
diem from November 10, 1969, date maximum was increased by Public
Law 91-114 and Standardized Government Travel Regulations. Claims
are disallowed under 31 U.S.C. 71a since they were not ified with the
General Accounting Office within 6 years after the date they accrued.
Moreover, law and regulation merely established new higher limit and
did not make increase mandatory or automatic. Agency took no admin-
istrative action to authorize higher rate. Therefore, there is no lawful
basis for paying more than 816. 49 Comp. Gen. 493, 55 id. 179, (liStifl-
guished 281
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STATUTES OP LIMITATION—Continued
Claims—Continued

Transportation
General Accounting Office review of GSA settlements Page

Transportation audit function was transferred from this Office to
General Services Administration by Public Law 93—604, approved
January 2, 1975; it was effective October 12, 1975, and included all
transportation functions including settled claims but left General Ac-
counting Office with appellate authority to review GSA settlements.
Review requests must be received in GAO no later than 6 months from
date of final dispositive action by GSA or 3 years from date of certain
enumerated administrative actions, whichever is later. Carrier requesting
review by GAO or GSA action after those dates is time-barred 157

STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION
"Plain meaning" rule

Department of Interior questions whether it may pay prevailing rate
employees who negotiate their wages at higher rate of pay than their
basic rate (penalty pay) during overtime where a scheduled meal period
is delayed or preempted. In effect this added increment of pay during
overtime would constitute a special type of overtime or "overtime on
top of overtime" which is not authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5544. An act
which is contrary to the plain implication of a statute is unlawful
although neither expressly forbidden nor authorized. Luria v. United
iStates, 231 U.S. 9, 24 (1913). Hence, it may not be paid. Modified by
57 Comp. Gen. 575 and overruled in part by 58 Comp. Gen. (B—189782,
Jan.5,1979) 259

SUBSISTENCE
Per diem

Actual expenses
Itemization of actual food expenses

Requirement
Employee of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration on

temporary duty in Washington, D.C., a designated high-rate geograph-
ical area, was authorized actual expenses of subsistence. Employee failed
to itemize actual subsistence expenses and claims reimbursement on a
flat-rate basis. Claim on a flat-rate basis may not be allowed since em-
ployee may not be reimbursed on per diem basis and voucher does not
identify daily expenditures for meals so that such expenses may be
reviewed by the agency to determine that they are proper subsistence items_.. 367

Calendar day
Midnight to midnight

Transferred employee begins occupancy of temporary quarters at
6:45 p.m. after travel of less than 24 hours. Although he occupies quar-
ters for only one quarter day on first day, that day should be counted as
full day in computing temporary quarters allowance. Calendar day is
used to compute number of days for which reimbursement may be made.
Therefore, maximum reimbursement for first 10-day period is 10 times
daily rate (not 9) since the Federal Travel Regulations, para. 2—5.4c
provides for daily rate without proration. 56 Comp. Gen. 15, amplified_ 6

Dependents
Rates

The rate of per diem for a member of an employee's family performing
permanent change-of-station travel is determined on the basis of the
age of the family member at the time the travel is performed 700
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SUBSISTENCE—Continued
Per diem—Continued

Headquarters
Permanent or temporary

Administrative determination
Reevaluation recommended Page

Employee given temporary duty assignment for a 5-month period,
which assignment was extended for 2 additional 6-month periods, may be
paid per diem while at that location since circumstances do not demon-
strate that agency's designation of assignment as for temporary duty
rather than as a permanent change of station was improper, Circumstances
should he reevaluated prospectively to determine whether employee's
continued assignment to that location should now be made on the basis
of a permanent change of station ......- 147

Prohibition against payment
When employees are assigned under the Intergovernmental Personnel

Act and authorized per diem, their IPA duty stations are considered
temporary duty stations since per diem may not be authorized at head-
quarters. Therefore, employee stationed in San Francisco, California,
who is authorized per diem while on IPA assignment in Washington,
I).C., would not be entitled to per diem under 5 U.S.C. 3375(a)(1)(C)
while performing temporary duty at San Francisco, since Government
may not pay subsistence expenses or per diem to civilian employees at
their headquarters, regardless of any unusual conditions involved.
However, the employee is entitled to travel allowance under 5 U.S.C.
3375(a)(1)(C),. ..-.__...._._-.

Increases. (See SUBSISTENCE, Per diem, Rates, Increases)
"Lodgings-plus" basis

Computation
When an employee on TD Y rents lodgings by the week or month

rather than by the day but actually occupies them for a lesser Peri(Xi
because he voluntarily returns home on weekends, the average cost of
lodging may be derived by prorating the rental cost over the number of
nights the accommodations are actually occupied, rather than over the
entire rental period, provided that the employee acts prudently in renting
by the week or month, and that the cost to Government (loes hot exceed
the cost of renting a suitable motel or hotel room at a daily rate. 54
Comp. Gen. 299; B—180910, July 18, 1978 and July 6, 1976, overruled in
parL .... -- . - .

Military personnel
Temporary duty

Station later designated as permanent
Where a member is assigned to temporary duty and the temporary

duty station becomes his permanent duty station, or where a member is
assigned to a vessel and while the vessel is deployed from the home
port the home port of the vessel is changed, the member's round-trip
travel to the old permanent station or 01(1 home port should he considered
travel incident to the permanent change of station. Therefore round-trip
travel of the member to the former permanent station or home 1)Ort may
be performed at Government expense -
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SUBSISTENCE—Continued
Per diem—Continued

Rates
Increases

Administrative implementation Page
Drug Enforcement Administration employees on temporary duty for

training, September through December 1969, under travel authorizations
prescribing $16 per diem, maximum at time of issuance, claim $25 per
diem from November 10, 1969, date maximum was increased by Public
Law 91—114 and Standardized Government Travel Regulations. Claims
are disallowed under 31 U.S.C. 71a since they were not filed with the
General Accounting Office within 6 years after the date they accrued.
Moreover, law and regulation merely established new higher limit and
did not make increase mandatory or automatic. Agency took no admin-
istrative action to authorize higher rate. Therefore, there is no lawful
basis for paying more than $16. 49 Comp. Gen. 493, 55 id. 179, dis-
tinguished 281

Lodging costs
Purchase of residence at temporary duty station

Employee purchased residence at temporary duty location after
assignment there, relocated household and rented out residence at
permanent duty station. He may be paid a per diem allowance in con-
nection with occupancy of purchased residence while on temporary duty
based on the meals and miscellaneous expenses allowance plus a proration
of monthly interest, tax, and utility costs actually incurred. Case is
distinguished from 56 Comp. Gen. 223 involving cmployee whose second
residence, where he lodged while on temporary duty, was maintained as
result of employee's desire to maintain second residence without regard to
temporary duty assignment 147

Temporary
Headquarters determination. (See SUBSISTENCE, Per diem, Head-

quarters, Permanent or temporary)
Temporary duty

Intergovernmental Personnel Act assignments
Employee assigned under Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA) and

receiving per diem at his IPA duty station, may receive an additional
per diem allowance for temporary duty (TDY) at another location since
5 U.S.C. 3375(a) (1) permits such payment. The amount of additional
per diem should reflect only the increased expenses resulting from the
TDY assignment 778

When employees are assigned under the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act and authorized per diem, their IPA duty stations are considered
temporary duty stations since per diem amy not be authorized at
headquarters. Therefore, employee stationed in San Francisco, California,
who is authorized per diem while on IPA assignment in Washington,
D.C., would not be entitled to per diem under 5 U.S.C. 3375(a) (1) (C)
while performing temporary duty at San Francisco, since Government
may not pay subsistence expenses or per diem to civilian employees at
their headquarters, regardless of any unusual conditions involved. How-
ever, the employee is entitled to travel allowance under 5 U.S.C. 3375 (a)
(1)(C) 778

279—723 0 — 79 — 18
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SUBSISTENCE—Continued
Per diem—Continued

Temporary duty—Continued
Rates. (See SUBSISTENCE, Per diem, Rates)
Return to headquarters for weekends

Payment basis
When an employee on TI)Y rents lodgings by the week or month

rather than by the day but actually occupies them for a lesser period be-
cause he voluntarily returns home on weekends, the average cost of
lodging may he derived by prorating the rental cost over the nmnber of
nights the accommodations are actually occupied, rather than over the
entire rental period, provided that the employm acts prudently in rent-
ing by the week or month, and that the cost to Government does not ox-
ceed the cost of renting a suitable motel or hotel room at a daily rate. 54
Comp. Gen. 299; B180910, July 16, 1978 and July 6, 1976, overruled in
part..

Transferred employees
Employee, while in temporary quarters, performed official travel during
's of 2 days, for which time he was paid per (hem. If he chooses, ho does
not have to count those 2 days as part of his 30-day entitlement to tem-
porary quarters. He may, instead, be paid temporary quarters allowance
for the 2 days following the date on which his entitlement would
otherwise have expired .......... ...... __....- ---..

Temporary quarters. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Transfers,
Relocation expenses, Temporary quarters)

SUNDAYS
Premium pay, (Sec COMPENSATION, Premium pay, Sunday work regu-

larly scheduled)
SUNSHINE ACT

Applicability
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) is an

"agency" for purposes of the Freedom of Information, Privacy, and Sun-
shine Acts, notwithstanding the statement in 45 U.S.C. 541 that Amtrak
was not "to be an agency or establishment of the Government of the
United States" since it is (1) headed by a collegial body - board of
directors—the majority of whom are appointed by the President with
the advice and consent of the Senate, and (2) a Government-controlled
Corporation as that term is used in 5 U.S.C. 552(e). Furthermore,
legislative history of Freedom of Information and Sunshine Acts indi-
cates congressional intent to include Arntrak... .... - . . 774

TAXES
Gasoline

State. (See TAXES, State, Gasoline)
State

Gasoline
Vermont

Government immunity
Vermont statute imposing a sales tax on gasoline of nine cents a gallon,

requiring the distributor to collect the tax from the dealer, and the
dealer to collect it from the consumer, places the legal incidence of the
tax on the vendce. The United States is immune from payment of this
tax. 33 Comp. Gen. 453 is overruled
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TAXES—Continued
State—Continued

Government immunity
Gasoline tax

Vermont. (See TAXES, State, Gasoline, Vermont, Government
immunity)

TELEPHONES
Equipment

Contracts
Lease/purchase Page

Agency's annual appropriation is not available for payment of equip-
ment lessor's entire capital cost at commencement of lease, and con-
sequently low bid for lease of telephone equipment for 10 years which
requires payment of bidder's capital costs at the outset of lease is prop-
erly rejected as requiring an advance payment contrary to law 89
Long distance calls

Government business necessity
Effect of area code procedures on certifications

Where a telephone company does not utilize a local message unit sys-
tem in its billing operation, but lists all calls as "long distance," even
within the same metropolitan area, and the tolls charged for calls are not
sufficient to qualify for use of the Federal Telecommunications System,
all calls must be certified as being "necessary in the interest of the Gov-
ernment." 31 U.S. Code 680a (Supp. V, 1975) 321
"Short haul" toll calls

Random sampling
Certification of "short-haul" toll telephone calls may be made on the

basis of a regular, random sampling of such calls, sufficiently large to be
statistically reliable for the enforcement of the átatute. 31 U.S. Code
82b—1(a) (Supp. V, 1975); 3 GAO 44, as amended by B—153509, August
27, 1976 321
Toll charges

Bffiing operations
Certification requirements

Where a telephone company does not utilize a local message unit sys-
tem in its billing operation, hut lists all calls as "long distance," even
within the same metropolitan area, and the tolls charged for calls are
not sufficient to qualify for use of the Federal Telecommunications Sys-
tem, all calls must be certified as being "necessary in the interest of the
Government." 31 U.S. Code 680a (Supp. V, 1975) 321

TIME
Standard advanced to daylight saving

Compensation effect
Employees who have regularly scheduled night shifts are charged 1

hour of annual leave when they work only 7 hours on the last Sunday in
April when daylight savings time begins. Alternatively, agency may, by
union agreement or agency policy, permit employees to work an addi-
tional hour on that day as method of maintaining regular 8-hour shift and
normal pay. Administrative leave is not a proper alternative 429
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TORTS
Military personnel

Wrongful separation
Army members involuntarily separated from but later retroactively

restored to active duty by administrative record correction action (10
U.S.C. 1552 (1970)) thereby become entitled to retroactive payment of
military pay and allowances; however, they do not gain entitlement to
either reimbursement of legal fees incurred in the matter of damages
based on a tort theory of wrongful separation from active duty
Third-party liability

Recovery by Government
Without legislative authority, the U.S. has no legal claim against

third-party tort feasors or their liability insurers for benefits the U.S.
provides persons because of injuries caused by tort feasors. Under
Supreme Court decisions, such claims involve fiscal policy for Congress
to decide. However, in a proper case, the U.S. can have a valid claim
as a third-party beneficiary under insurance contract terms such as for
no-fault, medical payment, and uninsured motorist coverages...

TRANSPORTATION
Air carriers

Fly America Act
Intent of Sec. 5

Intent of Section 5 of Fly America Act (49 U.S.C. 1517) is to prefer
United States air carriers over foreign air carriers rather than to prefer
certificated over noncertificated air carriers

Foreign
American carrier availability

Authority to use foreign aircraft
Where 'U.S. air carrier service originating in Vienna, Austria, requires

connections in New York en route to Washington, D.C., traveler may
not use foreign air carrier between Vienna and London, England, or
Paris, France, to connect with a direct flight to Washington, to avoid
the congestion of JFK International Airport, New York. The incon-
venience of air traffic routed through New York is shared by approxi-
mately 40 percent of all 'U.S. citizens traveling abroad. It does not
justify deviation from the scheduling principles that implement 49
U.S.C. 1517 inasmuch as the proposed deviation would diminish U.S.
air carrier revenues. --

"Certificated air carriers"
The requirement of 49 U.S.C. 1517 for use of certificated U.S. air

carrier for government financed foreign air transportation applies not
only to transportation secured with appropriated funds but to trans-
portation secured with funds "appropriated, owned, controlled, granted,
or conditionally granted or utilized by or otherwise established for the
account of the United States * * 'p." Where international air transpor-
tation is secured with other than appropriated funds, agencies should
apply the Fly America Act Guidelines 546
Bills of lading

Description
Presumption of correctness

Presumption that bill of lading correctly describes the article tendered
for transportation is not conclusive; important fact is what moved, not
what wasbified 155
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TRANSPORTATION—Continued
Bills of lading—Continued

Description—Continued
Presumption of correctness—Continued Page

Description on bill of lading is not necessarily controffing in deter-
mining applicable rate; important fact is what moved, not what was
billed 649

Divisible or indivisible contract
Mixed shipments

Containerized cargo
Government under container agreement cannot apply contract rates

to some containers in a shipment and tariff rates to others to obtain
lowest transportation cost; under terms of that agreement Government
must apply either contract or tariff rates to all containers in ship-
ment to obtain lowest available transportation cost. See 10 U.S.C. 2631
(1976) and case cited 584

Government
Single cause of action

Shipment under a Government Bill of Lading (GBL) is a single cause
of action, and when a court judgment pertains to a particular GBL, the
General Accounting Office (GAO) is precluded from considering a
subsequent claim on the same GBL under the doctrine of res judicata__ 14
Carriers

Liability
Evidence

Prima facie case of liability of common carrier is established when
shipper shows delivery to carrier at origin in good condition and delivery
by carrier at destination in damaged condition. Once prima facie case is
established, burden of proof shifts to the carrier and remains there. To
escape liability, carrier must show that loss or damage was due to one
of the excepted causes and that it was free of negligence 170
Claims

Generally. (See CLAIMS, Transportation)
Delivery

Receipts
Effect on liability for damages

A delivery receipt signed by the consignee does not establish as a
matter of law that property was in good condition when delivered to him.
A delivery receipt is subject to explanation and correction 170
Dependents

Advance travel
Returning from overseas post

Dependents traveled by foreign air carrier from Accra, Ghana, to
Frankfurt, Germany, and completed travel from Frankfurt to U.S.
aboard U.S. air carriers. Employee is liable for 15 percent amount by
which fare via Frankfurt exceeds fare by usually traveled route. Since
travel via Frankfurt involved certificated U.S. air carrier service for
4,182 of 7,450 miles traveled, and proper routing via Dakar would have
involved travel of 4,143 of 5,610 air miles by U.S. air carriers, employee
is liable for loss of U.S. carrier revenues computed in accordance with
formula at 56 Comp. Gen. 209 76
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TRANSPOaTATION—Continued
Dependents—Continued

Employees on temporary duty
Use of Government vehicles. (Sec TRANSPORTATION, Dependents,

Government vehicles, Employees on temporary duty)
Government vehicles

Employees on temporary duty
Union proposal would allow Federal employees on temporary duty for

more than a specified period of time to transport their dependents in
Government vehicles. Agency states that proposal violates 31 U.S.C.
638a(c) (2), which prohibits use of Government vehicles for other than
"official purposes." However, where agency determines that transporta-
tion of dependents in Government vehicle is in interest of Government
and vehicle's use is restricted to official purposes, the statute would not
be violated. Accordingly, section 638a(c) (2) does not, by itself, render
the union proposal nonnegotiable - . ....__.._.... 220

Military personnel
Advance travel of dependents

School facilities lacking, etc.
Member of armed services stationed overseas whose dependent son

returned to the United States for his second year of college is not entitled
to reimbursement for such travel notwithstanding orders issued subse-
quent to the travel stated that the travel was in accordance with para-
graph M7103—2, item 7, 1 JTR, and the Base Commander certified that
the delay in publishing the orders was through no fault of the member.
Even if orders had been timely issued, there is no legal basis for such
travel at Government expense because the law and regulations authorize
such travel only if there is a lack of overseas educational facilitivs which
arose after the dependent's arrival at the overseas station, and that was
notthe case ... 343

Vessel and port changes
Same port

When a member of the uniformed services is assigned on a permanent
change of station to sea duty and the duty is determined by the Sec-
retary concerned as being unusually arduous (absent from the home port
for long periods totaling more than 50 percent of the time), regulations
may be amended to authorize transportation at Government expense of
dependents, baggage and household effects to and from a designated
place even though the location of the home port or shore station are
the same, since such duty is considered sea duty under unusual eircurn-
stances as provided for in 37 U.S.C. 406(e). 43 Comp. (len. 639, modified..
Freight

Charges
Burden of proof

Carrier
Carrier has burden of proving correctness of transportation charges

originally collected on shipment ....
Household effects

Damage, loss, etc. (See PROPERTY, Private, Damage, loss, etc.)
Rates

Metropolitan area rates
There is no entitlement to the additional allowance for shipments

of household goods originating in or terminating in certain metropolitan
areas, prescribed in GSA Bulletin FPMR A—2, Supplement 67, Attach-
ment A, where the employee moves his household goods himself -_ ... 700
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TRANSPORTATION—Continued

Property damage, loss, etc.
Public property. (See PROPERTY, Public, Damage, loss, etc.)

Rates
Classification

Character at time of shipment Page
Nature and character of each shipment at time it is tendered to carrier

determines its status for rate purposes 649
Factors for consideration

Significant facts which weigh heavily in classifying shipment for rate
purposes arc producer's description of article for sales purposes, manner
in which it is billed, its use and value, how it is regarded in the trade - - 649

More than one applicable description
Carrier is correct in its contention that commodity shipped is properly

described as insulating material, NOT, and not as vermiculite, other
than crude, where Federal Specification and sales pamphlets characterize
it as such and where advertising pamphlets indicate that commodity is
regarded in the trade as insulating material 649

More than one use for article
Predominant use determinative

Where an article has more than one use, the predominant use deter-
mines its character for rate purposes 649

Special agreements
Special v. tariff rates

Government under container agreement cannot apply contract rates
to some containers in a shipment and tariff rates to others to obtain
lowest transportation cost; under terms of that agreement Government
must apply either contract or tariff rates to all containers in shipment
to obtain lowest available transportation cost. See 10 U.S.C. 2631 (1976)
and case cited 584
Travel agencies

Use approved
Official passenger travel may be purchased from travel agents where

American-flag carriers cannot furnish the transportation and it is ad-
ministratively determined that substantially lower air fares are offered
through the travel agents 644
Vessels

American
Cargo preference

Routing
Where service in United States vessels is not available for entire dis-

tance between U.S. port of origin and overseas destination, 1904 Cargo
Preference Act requires transportation by sea aboard U.S. vessels with
transshipment to foreign land carrier to be preferred over transportation
by sea aboard U.S. vessels with transshipment to foreign-flag feeder ship
even though latter is less costly 531
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TRANSPORTATION—Continued
Vessels—Continued

Foreign
Reimbursement

Joint Travel Regulations may be revised to indicate that section 5 of
International Air Transportation Fair Competitive l'ractiees Act (49
U.S.C. 1517) does not restrict the use of foreign air carriers when such
transportation is paid for in full by a foreign government, international
agency or other organization either directly or by reimbursement to the
United States. however, the Merci ant Marine Act requirement for use
of vessels of U.S. registry applies regardless of whether the transportation
is ultimately paid for by a foreign government, international agency or
other organization

TRAVEL EXPENSES
Actual expenses

Evidence sufficiency
Employee of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration on

temporary duty in Washington, D.C., a designated high-rate geograph-
ical area, was authorized actual expenses of subsistence. Employee failed
to itemize actual subsistence expenses and claims reimbursement on a
flat-rate basis. Claim on a flat-rate basis may not be allowed since em-
ployee may not be reimbursed on per diem basis and voucher does not
identify daily expenditures for meals so that such expenses may be re-
reviewed by the agency to determine that they are proper subsistence
items --•
Air travel

Fly America Act
Applicability

Joint Travel Regulations may be revised to indicate that section 5 of
International Air Transportation Fair Competitive Practices Act (49
U.S.C. 1517) does not restrict the use of foreign air carriers when such
transportation is paid f or in full by a foreign government, international
agency or other organization either directly or by reimbursement to the
United States. However, the Merchant Marine Act requirement for use of
vessels of U.S. registry applies regardless of whether the transportation is
ultimately paid for by a foreign government, international agency or
other organization

The requirement of 49 U.S.C. 1517 for use of certificated U.S. air
carrier for government financed foreign air transportation applies not
only to transportation secured with appropriated funds but to transporta-
tion secured with funds "appropriated, owned, controlled, granted, or
conditionally granted or utilized by or otherwise established for the
account of the United States * * *" Where international air trans-
portation is secured with other than appropriated funds, agencies should
apply the Fly America Act Guidelines

Employees' liability
Travel by noneertificated air carriers

Dependents traveled by foreign air carrier from Acera, Ghana, to
Frankfurt, Germany, and completed travel from Frankiurt to U.S.
aboard U.S. air carriers. Employee is liable for 15 percent amount by
which fare via Frankfurt exceeds fare by usually traveled route. Since
travel via Frankfurt involved certificated U.S. air carrier service for
4,182 of 7,450 miles traveled, and proper routing via Dakar would have
involved travel of 4,143 of 5,610 air miles by U.S. air carriers, employee
is liable for loss of U.S. carrier revenues computed in accordance with
formula at 56 Comp. Gen. 209
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TRAVEL EXPENSES—Continued
Air travel—Continued

Ply America Act—Continued
Rest and recuperation

Primary point Page
Traveler entitled to rest stop under 6 FAM 132.4 should select rest

stop location along routing determined in accordance with principles
set forth in 55 Comp. Gen. 123d requiring use of U.S. air carrier available
at origin to furthest practicable interchange point on a usually traveled
route, and, where origin or interchange point is not served by U.S. air
carrier, requiring use of foreign carrier to nearest practicable interchange
point to connect with U.S. carrier service. Travelers will not be held
liable for nonsubstantial differences in distances served by U.S. carrier& - 76

Foreign air carriers
Prohibition

Applicability
Where U.S. air carrier service originating in Vienna, Austria, requires

connections in New York en route to Washington, D.C., traveler may
not use foreign air carrier between Vienna and London, England, or
Paris, France, to connect with a direct flight to Washington, to avoid
the congestion of JFK International Airport, New York. The incon-
venience of air traffic routed through New York is shared by approxi-.
mately 40 percent of all U.S. citizens traveling abroad. It does not justify
deviation from the scheduling principles that implement 49 U.S.C. 1517
inasmuch as the proposed deviation would diminish U.S. air carrier rev-
enues 519
Circuitous routes

Rest stops
In traveling from Accra, Ghana, to U.S. under particular circum-

stances, Frankfurt is not a proper rest stop location and travelers who
route travel via Frankfurt and take side trip to France are deemed to
have traveled by indirect route and lose rest stop entitlement under
6 FAM 132.4 76
Dependents. (See TRANSPORTATION, Dependents)
Illness

Distress due to illness of wife, etc.
Employee was notified of sudden serious illness of his wife upon his

arrival at temporary duty station. His supervisor determined that em-
ployee was incapacitated for the performance of duty by his illness and
ordered employee to return to headquarters. In such circumstances, claim
for return trip travel expenses may be paid. Matter of Gary B. Churchill,
B—1S7198, April iS, 1977, is reversed
Interviews, qualifications, etc.

Competitive service positions
Prospective employee who was reimbursed travel expenses for pre-

employment interview travel was properly reimbursed if such reimburse-
ment was made in accordance with the authority described in subchapter
1—3d and e of Attachment 2 to Federal Personnel Manual Letter 57 1—66,
(i.e., 5 U.S.C. 5703 and the Federal Travel Regulations) 192

279—123 0 — 79 — 19
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TRAVEL EXPENSES—Continued
Interviews, qualifications, etc.—Continued

Reimbursement Page
Applicant received travel expenses incident to preemployment inter-

view. Travel occurred after issuance of a Comptroller General decision
allowing such expenses, but prior to the issuance of a Civil Service Com-
mission instruction on the matter. Since neither the decision nor the
instruction has any contrary effective date, 'the authority to pay for
preemployment interview travel expenses is the date of the decision,
subject to such limitations as the Commission subsequent prescribed.
Applicant's expenses were properly paid 192
Military personnel

Change of station status
Member return to old station

To complete moving arrangements
Where a member is assigned to temporary duty and the temporary

duty station becomes his permanent duty station, or where a member is
assigned to a vessel and while the vessel is deployed from the home port
the home port of the vessel is changed, the member's round-trip travel
to the old permanent station or old home port should be considered
travel incident to the permanent change of station. Therefore round-trip
travel of the member to the former permanent station or home port may
be performed at Government expense 198

Medical board examinations. (See TRAVEL EXPEI'SES, Military per-
sonnel, Personal convenience, Travel to take professional examina-
tions)

Per diem. (See SUBSISTENCE, Per diem, Military personnel)
Personal convenience

Travel to take professional examinations
Travel of Reserve officers, serving limited active duty periods, to take

medical board examinations shortly before their release from active duty
should not ordinarily be authorized at Government expense nor should
their examination fees be reimbursed since such trips are primarily a
matter of personal convenience and benefit, unrelated to service re-
quirements 201

Ship assignments
Home port changes

Member return to old port
To complete moving arrangements

Where a member is assigned to temporary duty and the temporary
duty station becomes his permanent duty station, or where a member is
assigned to a vessel and while the vessel is deployed from the home port,
the home port of the vessel is changed, the member's round-trip travel
to the old permanent station or old home port should be considered
travel incident to the permanent change of station. Therefore round-
trip travel of the member to the former permanent station or home
port may be performed at Government expense 198

Subsistence
Per diem. (See SUBSISTENCE, Per diem, Military personnel)

Official business
Military personnel

Personal convenience travel. (See TRAVEL EXPENSES, Military
personnel, Personal convenience)
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TRAVEL EXPENSES—Continued
Overseas employees

Circuitous routes
Personal convenience

Dependents traveled by foreign air carrier from Accra, Ghana, to
Frankfurt, Germany, and completed travel from Frankfurt to U.S.
aboard U.S. air carriers. Employee is liable for 15 percent amount by
which fare via Frankfurt exceeds fare by usually traveled route. Since
travel via Frankfurt involved certificated U.S. air carrier service for 4,182
of 7,450 miles traveled, and proper routing via Dakar would have in-
volved travel of 4,143 of 5,610 air miles by U.S. air carriers, employee is
liable for loss of U.S. carrier revenues computed in accordance with
formula at 56 Comp. Gen. 209 76

Foreign Service personnel. (See FOREIGN SERVICE, Travel expenses)
Permanent change of station

Relocation expenses. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Transfers,
Relocation expenses)

Preemployment interviews. (See TRAVEL EXPENSES, Interviews,
qualifications, etc.)

Relocation expenses. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Transfers,
Relocation expenses)

Rest stops
Location selection

Midway and practicable interchange point
Traveler entitled to rest stop under 6 FAM 132.4 should select rest

stop location along routing determined in accordance with principles set
forth in 55 Comp. Gen. 1230 requiring use of U.S. air carrier available
at origin to furthest practicable interchange point on a uually traveled
route, and, where origin or interchange point is not served by U.S. air
carrier, requiring use of foreign carrier to nearest practicable interchange
point to connect with U.S. carrier service. Travelers will not be held
liable for nonsubstantial differences in distances served by U.S. carriers. 76
Temporary duty

Assignment interrupted
Return expenses, etc.

Illness or death in family
Employee was notified of sudden serious illness of his wife upon his

arrival at temporary duty station. His supervisor determined that em-
ployee was incapacitated for the performance of duty by his illness and
ordered employee to return to headquarters. In such circumstances,
claim for return trip travel expenses may be paid, Matter of Gary B.
Churchill, B—187198, April 18, 1977, is reversed

Intergovernmental Personnel Act assignments
When employees are assigned under the Intergovernmental Personnel

Act and authorized per diem, their IPA duty stations are considered
temporary duty stations since per diem may not be authorized at head-
quarters. Therefore, employee stationed in San Francisco, California,
who is authorized per diem while on IPA assignment in Washington,
1).C., would not be entitled to per diem under 5 U.S.C. 3375(a)(1)(C)
while performing temporary duty at San Francisco, since Government
may not pay subsistence expenses or per diem to civilian employees at
their headquarters, regardless of any unusual conditions involved. How-
ever, the employee is entitled to travel allowance under 5 U.S.C. 3375
(a)(1)(C) 778
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TRAVEL EXPENSES—Continued
Temporary duty—Continued

Place of abode determination Page
Decision 55 Comp. Gen. 1323 (1976) disallowed two mileage claims

incident to employee's temporary duty because record showed his
residence was at Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, his official station, although
he had home in Ponca City, Oklahoma, 103 miles distant. Employee,
who is in travel status up to 80 percent of the time, has submitted
evidence that he rented motel room on daily basis only when he worked
in Oklahoma City. Claims are now allowable since additional evidence
shows that employee did not have "residence" in Oklahoma City within
the meaning of the Federal Travel Regulations (FPMR 101—7) (May
1973) 32
Transfers

Relocation expenses. (See OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, Transfers,
Relocation expenses)

Travel agencies. (See TRANSPORTATION, Travel agencies)
Vouchers and invoices. (See VOUCHERS AND INVOICES, Travel)

UNIFORMS
Civilian personnel

Requirements
Administrative determination

Agriculture Department
Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling on the legality of

a union-proposed bargaining agreement provision that would require
Department of Agriculture to provide frocks as uniforms for meat grader
employees. If the Secretary of Agriculture determines that these em-
ployees are required to wear frocks as uniforms, appropriated funds may
be expended for this purpose. Applicable law and regulations do not
preclude negotiations on the determination 379

UNIONS
Agreements

Legality
Bargaining proposals

Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling on the legality
of a union-proposed bargaining agreement provision that would require
Department of Agriculture to provide cooler coats and gloves as
protective clothing for meat grader employees. If the Secretary of
Agriculture or his designee determines that protective clothing is required
to protect employees' health and safety, the Department may expend
its appropriated funds for this purpose. Applicable law and regulations
do not preclude negotiations on the determination 379

Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling on a union-
proposed bargaining agreement provision that re4uire Department of
Agriculture to authorize portal-to-portal mileage allowances for meat
grader employees who use their private vehicles in connection with their
work. The proposed provision is contrary to the general requirement that
an employee must bear the expense of trav€l between his residence and
his official headquarters, absent special authority, and therefore may not
be properly included in an agreement 379
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UNIONS—Continued
Agreements—Continued

Wage increases
Wage board employees Page

Retroactive wage adjustments for Federal wage board employees
which are not based upon a Government "wage survey," but rather on
negotiations and arbitration under a 1959 basic bargaining agreement, are
not governed by 5 U.S.C. 5344 as added by section 1(a) of Public Law
92—392, section 9(b) of that law preserving to such employees their
bargained for and agreed to rights under that basic bargaining
agreement 589
Negotiability of proposals

Mileage rates
Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling On a union-

proposed bargaining agreement provision that requires the Department
of Agriculture to authorize the maximum mileage rate for meat grader
employees who use their privately owned vehicles in connection with
their work. The Federal Travel Regulations (FTR) require agency and
department heads to fix mileage rates in certain situations at less than
the statutory maximum. Hence, the. proposed provision is contrary to
the FTR 379

Transportation in Government vehicles
Dependents of employees on temporary duty

Union proposal would allow Federal employees on temporary duty
for morethan a specified period of time to transport their dependents in
Government vehicles. Agency states that proposal violates 31 U.S.C.
638a(c) (2), which prohibits use of Government vehicles for other than
"official purposes." However, where agency determines that transpor-
tation of dependents in Government vehicle is in interestof Government
and vehicle's use is restricted to official purposes, the statute would not
be violated. Accordingly, section 638a(c) (2) does not, by itself; render
the union proposal nonnegotiable 226

VEHICLES
Government

Transportation of dependents of employees on temporary duty
Criteria

Length of assignment and Government interest
Union proposal would allow Federal employees on temporary duty for

more than a specified period of time to transport their dependents in
Government vehicles. Agency states that proposal violates 31 U.S.C.
638a(c) (2), which prohibits use of Government vehicles for other than
"official purposes." However, where agency determines that transporta-
tion of dependents in Government vehicle is in interest of Government
and vehicle's use is restricted to official purposes, the statute would not
be violated. Accordingly, section 638a(c) (2) does not, by itself, render
the union proposal nonnegotiable 226
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VESSELS

Cargo preference. (See TRANSPORTATION, Vessels, American, Cargo
preference)

Crews
Two-crew nuclear-powered submarines

Basic allowance for quarters (BAQ) Page
Regulations may be changed to provide that basic allowance for

quarters authorized under 37 U.S.C. 403 (1970) may be paid to members
in pay grades E—4 (with less than 4 years' service) and below, prior to
reporting on board the two-crew nuclear submarine when attached there-
to incident to a permanent change of station, when they arrive at the sub-
marine's home port and are not assigned Government quarters and are
not entitled to a per diem allowance by virtue of a proposed change in
regulations terminating permanent change of station travel at the
time the member reports to the home port of these vessels. Such allowance
would then be based upon the member's entitlements in a training and
rehabilitation status. Contrary decisions are modified accordingly 178

Change of home port
Although station allowances authorized under the provisions of 37

U.S.C. 405 (1970) for members without dependents ordinarily are not
payable to a member until he reports at his permanent station, the
Joint Travel Regulations may be amended to provide that permanent
change of station travel terminates when a member reports to the home
port of a two-crew nuclear submarine at which time he becomes entitled
to allowances applicable to training and rehabilitation duty at the home
port of such vessel even though he has not reported on board. At that
time station allowances would be payable under current rates if he is not
assigned to Government quarters, since he incurs expenses which these
allowances were designed to defray. Contrary decisions are modified
accordingly 178

Dislocation allowances
Although a member without dep ndents assigned by permanent change

of station orders to a two-crew nuclear powered submarine will be as-
signed to quarters of the United States on the submarine, when he arrives
at the home port of the submarine, in many instances he is required to
secure non-Government quarters at which time his travel allowances are
terminated. In such cases it is our view that Congress did not intend 37
U.S.C. 407(a)(3) to preclude entitlement to a dislocation allowance
when a member is not able to occupy the assigned quarters and incurs
expenses which the allowance is intended to defray. Regulations may be
promulgated authorizing entitlement and 48 Comp. Gen. 480 and other
similar decisions are modified accordingly 178
Foreign

Use. (See TRANSPORTATION, Vessels, Foreign)
Transportation. (See TRANSPORTATION, Vessels)
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VIETNAM
South Vietnamese refugees

Admitted to United States
Employment Page

Drug Enforcement Administration could employ South Vietnamese
alien awfully admitted into United States for permanent residence
during fiscal year 1977 despite restriction against Federal employment
of aliens in Public Law 94—419, which permitted employment only of
South Vietnamese refugees paroled into United States. Appropriation
act previously enacted for same fiscal year permitted employment of
South Vietnamese aliens Iawfuly admitted into United States for per-
manent residence, and legislative history does not indicate second act
was intended to repeal first 172

VOLUNTARY SERVICES
Officers and employees

Waiver of portion or all of statutory salary
Agency for International Development may not pay officers and

employees less than the compensation for their positions set forth in the
Executive Schedule, the General Schedule, and the Foreign Service
Schedule. While 22 U.S.C. 2395(d) authorizes AID to accept gifts of
services, it does not authorize the waiver of all or part of the compen-
sation fixed by or pursuant to statute 423

VOUCHERS AND INVOICES
Certification

Approval effect
Funds appropriated to the judiciary for jury expenses are not legally

available for expenditure for coffee, soft drinks, or other snacks which
the District Court may wish to provide to the jurors during recesses in
trial proceedings. Refreshments are in the nature of entertainment and
in the absence of specific statutory authority, no appropriation is avail-
able to pay such expenses. Since under 28 U.S.C. 572 (1976) a marshal's
accounts may not be reexamined to charge him or her with an erroneous
payment of juror costs, we cannot take exception to certification of
vouchers for expenses incurred to date. However, we recommend that
the Director of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts
and the Director of the U.S. Marshals Service take steps to try to pre-
vent the incurring of similar expenses in the future 806
Sampling procedures

Use of statistical sampling
Certification of "short-haul" toll telephone calls may be made on the

basis of a regular, random sampling of such calls, sufficiently large to be
statistically reliable for the enforcement of the statute. 31 U.S. Code
82b—1 (a) (Supp. V, 1975); 3 GAO 44, as amended by B—153509,
August 27, 1976 321
Travel

Administrative correction of errors
Limitation on amount correctible

Agencies may administratively correct travel vouchers with under-
claims not exceeding $30. Overclaims in any amount may be administra-
tively reduced. 36 Comp. Gen. 769 and B—131105, May 23, 1973,
modified 298
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VOUCHERS AND INVOICES—Continued
Travel—Continued

False or fraudulent claims Page
Where employee submits voucher for travel expenses and part of

claim is believed to be based on fraud, only the separate items which
are based on fraud may be denied. Moreover, as to subsistence ex-
penses, only the expenses for those days for which the employee submits
fraudulent information may be denied and claims for expenses on other
days which are not based on fraud may be paid if otherwise proper.
B—172915, September 27, 1971, modified 664

When an employee receives a travel advance and then submits a
false final settlement voucher, the separable items on the voucher at-
tributable to false statement are subject to being recouped. Any ad-
ditional amount claimed by claimant should be denied only insofar as it
is a separate item of entitlement based on fraud 664

No recoupment action appears necessary where a final and valid
settlement voucher has eliminated an earlier false claim. This assumes
that where there has been an earlier false claim for lodgings, for example,
the final settlement voucher contains no claim for subsistence expenses
for that day 664

WAIVERS
Debt collections. (See DEBT COLLECTIONS, Waiver)

WOMEN
National Commission on Observance of International Women's Year. (See

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON OBSERVANCE OF INTERNATIONAL
WOMEN'S YEAR)

National Women's Conference
National Commission on Observance of International Women's Year.

(See NATIONAL COMMISSION ON OBSERVANCE OF INTERNA-
TIONAL WOMEN'S YEAR, National Women's Conference)

WORDS AND PHRASES
"Adequate price competition"

Agency properly did not require proposed awardee to submit certified
cost or pricing data since such data need not be submitted where price
is based on adequate price competition. Adequate price competition was
achieved where RFP permitted award to other than low-priced offeror,
price was substantial evaluation factor (30 percent), and price evaluation
was proper and did not have effect of eliminating price as evaluation
factor 827
"Adverse agency action—protest timeliness"

Decision to reject schedule contractor as technically unacceptable
to perform proposed work orders solely because contractor had failed
to submit copy of extremely simple contract modification to agency
ordering office—where contractor had timely filed contract modification
with agency headquarters and with reasonable effort ordering office
could have verified existence and contents of modification—clearly had
no reasonable basis. GAO recommends that GSA either terminate
existing orders and order Government's requirements under protester's
schedule contract, or reopen negotiations 627
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WORDS AND PHRASES—Continued

"Agency"
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) is an

"agency" for purposes of the Freedom of Information, Privacy, and
Sunshine Acts, notwithstanding the statement in 45 U.S.C. 541 that
Amtrak was not "to be an agency or establishment of the Government
of the United States" since it is (1) headed by a collegial body—board of
directors—the majority of whom are appointed by the President with
the advice and consent of the Senate, and (2) a Government-controlled
Corporation as that term is used in 5 U.S.C. 552(e). Furthermore, legis-
lative history of Freedom of Information and Sunshine Acts indicates
congressional intent to include Amtrak 773

Government Printing Office is required by 44 U.S.C. 1504(a) (3) to
publish information in Federal Register that Amtrak is required to
publish under Freedom of Information, Privacy, and Sunshine Acts.
Furthermore, Amtrak may be billed for such publication in accordance
with 44 U.S.C. 1509, as amended by Pub. L. No. 95—94, since Amtrak is
an "agency" within the context of that provision 773
Auction technique

Agency did not utilize prohibited "auction technique" when it in-
formed offerors of monetary amount available for the procurement_ ---
"Award amount" fee

Use of "award amount" (fee) provisions in advertised procurement
for mess attendant services is proper where agency obtains necessary
Armed Services Procurement Regulation deviation for this purpose. -- - 271
"Balance" requirements of Federal Advisory Committee Act

The National Women's Conference does not violate the "balance" re-
quirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act since the Commission
regulations on organization and conduct of State meetings, where Con-
ference delegates are selected, afford an extremely broad basis for par-
ticipation and leaves the degree of "balance" essentially to the partici-
pants through the normal democratic process. The objective of balance
goes only to the composition of the voting bodies rather than support or
opposition on any given issue
"Basic ordering agreement"

Agency's conducting informal competition whereby order for data
base development was to be placed under one or two vendors' basic
ordering agreements—where no adequate written -solicitation was
issued—was procedure at variance with fundamental principles of
Federal negotiated procurement, and also raises• question of improper
prequalification of offerors. General Accounting' Office (GAO) recom-
mends that agency review its procedures for issuing such orders and
conduct any further competition in manner not inconsistent, with de-
cision. Case is also called to attention of General Services Administra-
tion for possible revision of Federal Procurement Regulations 434
"Bid equalization factor"

Record indicates only one step-one offeror was benchmarked. Since
FPR provides for discontinuance of two-step method of procurement
after evaluation of step-one technical proposals, VA should consider
cancellation of IFB issued under step two and instead negotiate price
with only offeror _ 653
"Cardinal change doctrine"

Mutual agreement between contractor and Government modifying
original contract was in effect improper award of new agreement, which
went substantially beyond the scope of competition initially conducted__ 567
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WORDS AND PHRASES—Continued
"Common fund" Page

Counsel for plaintiff-class in March v. United States, 506 F. 2d 1306
(D.C. Cir. 1974), is not entitled to be paid the 2 percent counsel fee
awarded to him in March, when the claims of individuals who "opted
out" of March are paid administratively. The rule that a party who
creates or protects a "common fund" is entitled to counsel fees is not
controlling here since the claimants herein are barred from recovery
from the fund that counsel created in March 856
"Contract for deed"

Employee, incident to transfer of official station effective August 18,
1975, sold residence through "contract for deed" on February 27, 1976,
and was reimbursed for expenses incident to transaction. His claim for
additional expenses incurred incident to legal title transfer upon pur-
chaser's payment of loan may be paid. Extension of time limit for
settlement is not required since "contract for deed" date, which was
within 1 year of employee's transfer, is settlement date under FTR
para. 2—6. le. Additional expenses were made "within a reasonable
amount of time" since they were incurred within 2-year maximum time
limitation of FTR para. 2—6.le. However, payment for title search may
not be made if it duplicates expenses for title insurance. B—188300,
August 29, 1977, amplified 770
Cost Accounting Standard 402

Contention that cost evaluation of proposal of $19,902 violates Cost
Accounting Standard 402 is without merit since Standard is not appli-
cable to negotiated contracts under $100,000 151
Day care centers for children

The Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) is authorized
by section 524 of the Education Amendments of 1976, 20 U.S. Code
2564, to use appropriated funds to provide "appropriate donated space"
for any day care facility he establishes. That is, the space may be pro-
vided by the Secretary to the facility without charge. There is no statu-
tory requirement that this space be in HEW-controlled space, nor is there
any relevant distinction between the payment of "rent" to the General
Services Administration under 40 U.S.C. 490(j) and of rent to a private
concern. Therefore, the Secretary may lease space specially for the pur-
pose for establishing day care centers for the children of HEW em-
ployees in those instances in which there is no suitable space available for
the establishment of such centers in buildings in which HEW components
arelocated 357
"Dead head" time

On and after the effective date of the amendment to 5 U.S.C. 5542(b),
.January 15, 1968, diplomatic couriers' officially ordered or approved "dead
head" travel qualifies as hours of employment or work as travel incident
to travel that involves the performance of work while traveling. It is
not necessary to determine whether their travel results from an event
which could not be scheduled or controlled administratively because they
are being credited with all officially ordered and approved actual travel
time as pouch-in-hand time or "dead head" time 43
"Defensive protests"

Basic concepts evident from review of cases holding protesters need
not ifie "defensive protests" are: (1) protesters need not file protests if
interests are not being threatened under then-relevant factual scheme;
and (2) unless agency conveys its intended action (or finally refuses to
convey its intent) on position adverse to protester's interest, protester
cannot be charged with knowledge of basis of protest 140
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WORDS AND PHRASES—Continued
Deployment of the vessel Page

Where a member is assigned to temporary duty and the temporary
duty station becomes his permanent duty station, or where a member is
assigned to a vessel and while the vessel is deployed from the home port,
the home port of the vessel is changed, the member's round-trip travel to
the old permanent station or old home port should be considered travel
incident to the permanent change of station. Therefore round-trip travel
of the memberto the former permanent station or home port may be per-
formed at Government expense 198
"Federal norm"

Prime contractor's failure to restrict solicitation to sole source does
not rise to level of arbitrary or capricious action entitling protester to bid
and proposal costs. Costs of preparing and filing protest are in any
event unallowable 527
Follow-on phase of research project

Where agency awards follow-on phsse of research project based on
reduced scope of work, protester, whose technical proposal was evaluated
based on full scope of work, was not prejudiced since protester's pro-
posal was rejected only because its proposed costs were considered too
high even after cost reductions for reduced scope of work were applied_ -- 328
"Four-step" procurement

Procurement documents in "four-step" procurement established goal
for maximum use of "tried and true" computer equipment but did not
necessarily rule out modified equipment based on preexisting technology
or new equipment if based on preexisting equipment or technology.
Documents were written broadly enough to permit use- of tried tech-
nology or equipment. Under literal reading of provisions requiring
equipment verification, preexisting technology—prototype related
equipment—would qualify so long as technology had verified perform-
ance characteristics 715
Layover time

The addition of up to 6 hours of layover time on split work days to
the definition of hours or employment or work for diplomatic couriers,
while not specifically authorized by statute or Civil Service Com-
mission regulation, does not appear to be an unreasonable exercise
of administrative discretion since the "usual waiting time" which
interrupts travel has been held to be compensable. Accordingly this
Office interposes no objection to the inclusion of this layover time in
hours of employment from the date it was added to the definition of hours
of work on May 24, 1971 43
Level of effort

While agency should have confirmed, in writing, an oral change in
recommended level of effort, all offerors were informed of the change
and were able to offer on a common basis. Therefore, deficiency was
not prejudicial to offerors or Government
''Locality''

Agency's improper designation of 5-state area on Standard Form 98,
Notice of Intention to Make a Service Contract, as place of performance
is not prejudicial to protester who points out that performance would
not be limited to 5-state area, since under current Department of Labor
approach same wage determination, reflecting 5-state area as locality
of performance, would have been issued 549
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WORDS AND PHRASES—Continued
"Multiple Award Schedule Contract" Page

Decision to reject schedule contractor as technically unacceptable to
perform proposed work orders solely because contractor had failed to
submit copy of extremely simple contract modification to agency ordering
office—where contractor had timely filed contract modification with
agency headquarters and with reasonable effort ordering office could
have verified existence and contents of modification—clearly had no
reasonable basis. GAO recommends that GSA either terminate existing
orders and order Government's requirements under protester's schedule
contract, or reopen negotiations 627
"Non-storage credits" bidders

Failure of selected bidder to quote early delivery dates under "storage
credits" pricing option is not significant since blanks provided for in-
sertion of dates applied only to "non-storage credits" bidders and
procuring agency did not need early delivery dates to evaluate bids.
Further, IFB contained no indication of relative preference of bid
depending on date of early delivery. Moreover, in absence of dates
bidder is obligated to deliver at an indefinite date prior to required
delivery dates which is still most advantageous to the Government - - 103
"Opted out"

Individuals who "opted out" of plaintiff-class in March v. United
States, 506 F. 2d 1306 (D.C. Cir. 1974), may be paid backpay in accord-
ance with the court's interpretation of Public Law 89—391. However,
since these claims are being allowed administratively, and not under
March, the statute of limitations contained in 31 U.S.C. 71a applies to
limit recovery where applicable 856
"Parents"

Bona fide adoptive parents of members of the uniformed services
should be included, similarly to natural parents, as eligible dependents
to receive medical benefits pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 1071—1088 (1976),
despite the fact that the statute does not expressly include adoptive
parents within the term "parents" in authorizing such benefits. Decisions
to the contrary should no longer be followed 797
Portal-to-portal mileage allowance

Federal Labor Relations Council requests our ruling on a union-
proposed bargaining agreement provision that requires Department of
Agriculture to authorize portal-to-portal mileage allowances for meat
grader employees who use their private vehicles in connection with
their work. The proposed provision is contrary to the general require-
ment that an employee must bear the expense of travel between his
residence and his official headquarters, absent special authority, and
therefore may not be properly included in an agreement 379
Pouch-rn-hand time

On and after the effective date of the amendment to 5 U.S.C. 5542(b),
January 15, 1968, diplomatic couriers' officially ordered or approved
"dead head" travel qualifies as hours of employment or work as travel
incident to travel that involves the performance of work while traveling.
It is not necessary to determine whether their travel results from an
event which could not be scheduled or controlled administratively
because they are being credited with all officially ordered and approved
actual travel time as pouch-in-hand time or "dead head" time 43
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WORDS AND PRASES—Contlnued
"Public agency" Page

Section 223 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, Title II, Part B,
as amended, authorizes the Office of Library and Learning Resources,
Office of Education, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, to
make grants to and contracts with public and private agencies and
institutions. Regulations define "public agency" to exclude Federal
agencies. The National Commission on Library and Information Science
is an independent agency in the Executive branch and therefore is not
eligible to receive funds under section223 662
"Publications"

Advance payment authority for subscriptions to newspapers, peri-
odicals and other publications contained in 31 U.S.C. 530a and 530b
extends to rental of microñlm library 583
"Quasi-militaryarmed forces for hire"

Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, in United States ex ret. Weinberger v.
Equifax, construed 5 U.S.C. 3108, the Anti-Pinkerton Act, as applying
only to organizations which offer "quasi-military armed forces for hire."
Although the Court did not define "quasi-military armed force," we do
not believe term covers companies which provide guard or protective
services. General Accounting Office will follow Court's interpretation
in the future. Prior decisions inconsistent with Equifax interpretation
will no longer be followed. See 57 Comp. Gen. 480 524
"Request for Technical Proposals"

Technical evaluations are based on degree to which offerors' written
proposals adequately address evaluation factors specified in solicitation.
Request for technical proposals (RFTP) which does not require samples
or include sample testing and evaluation criteria does not authorize
procuring activity to acquire and test proffered equipment to determine
acceptability of technical proposals 809
Res judicata

Shipment under a Government Bill of Lading (GBL) is a single cause
of action, and when a court judgment pertains to a particular GBL, the
General Accounting Office (GAO) is precluded from considering a sub-
sequent claim on the same GBL under the doctrine of res judicata 14

When GAO makes no representations that it will consider a claim
simultaneously submitted to it and a court of competent jurisdiction
after the court has adjudicated the claim, GAO is not estopped from
applying the doctrine of res judicata to the claim 14
Revenue sharing

Funds distributed by the Department of the Treasury under title II,
Public Works Employment Act of 1976 (Countercyclical Revenue Shar-
ing), Public Law 94—369, 90 Stat. 1002, as amended (42 U.S.C.A. 6721
et seq.) may be used to meet non-Federal share matching requirements of
Medicaid program, 42 U.S.C. 1396—1396j. Congress intends that Federal
funds distributed under title II be treated in the same "no strings"
manner as general revenue sharing funds under the State and Local Fiscal
Assistance Act of 1972, 31 U.S.C. 1221 et seq. rather than as grants. Ac-
cordingly, the lack of specific statutory language permitting use of these
funds as non-Federal share does not stand in the way of such use as it
would in the case of grants 710
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WORDS AND PHRASES—Continued
"Saved pay and allowances" Page

A Navy enlisted member appointed as a temporary officer under 10
U.S.C. 5596 (1976) may not receive an Incentive Bonus authorized for
officers under 37 U.S.C. 312c in addition to the "saved pay and allow-
ances" of an enlisted member. Such bonus is only an item of pay of the
temporary officer grade to which the member is appointed or promoted.
H owever, if his pay and allowances entitlement in his officer status, in-
cluding the bonus, exceeds his pay and allowances as an enlisted member
(under saved pay) he is entitled to be paid as an officer including the Nu-
clear career Annual Incentive Bonus 643
"Schedule" provision of IFE

Both invitation for bids' (IFB) "Schedule" and "Storage Facilities"
provisions clearly provided that Air Force might award under "storage
credits" pricing option notwithstanding lack of mention of pricing option
in IFB clause entitled "Evaluation Factors For Award." 103
Scope of work statement

Agency was not required to reduce scope of work statement in solici-
tation when it reduced estimated manning requirements. Contract
awarded did not obligate Government to pay an amourt in excess of its
current funding because Government was obligated to make payments
only up to the estimated cost, which was less than the known funding
limitation 8
"Service employees"

Where Department of Labor (DOL) notifies agency that it has deter-
mined Service Contract Act (SCA) is applicable to proposed contract,
agency must comply with regulations implementing SCA unless DOL's
view is clearly contrary to law. Since determination that SCA applies to
contract for overhaul of aircraft engines is not clearly contrary to law,
solicitation which does not include required SCA provisions is defective
and should be canceled. Contention that applicability of SCA should be
determined by Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) does not
justify agency's failure to comply with SCA under circumstances where
OFPP has not taken substantive position on issue 501
"Short haul" toll calls

Certification of "short-haul" toll telephone calls may be made on the
basis of a regular, random sampling of such calls, sufficiently large to
be statistically reliable for the enforcement of the statute. 31 U.S. Code
82b—1(a) (Supp. V, 1975); 3 GAO 44, as amended by B—153509, August
27,1976 321
"Similar organization"
Protest against proposed award to second low bidder on ground that award
would violate Anti-Pinkerton Act, 5 U.S.C. 3108 (1970), and implement-
ing procurement regulation is denied. GAO will hereafter interpret act in
accord with judicial interpretation in United States ex ret. Weinberger v.
Equifax, Inc., 557 F.2d 456, 463 (5th Cir. 1977), providing that "an
organization is not 'similar' to the * * * Pinkerton Detective Agency unless
it offers quasi-military armed forces for hire." Where record does not
show that bidder offers such a force, it is not a "similar organization"
within the meaning of the act, and award may properly be made to bidder.
55 Comp. Gen. 1472, 56 id. 225, and other cases, overruled or modifled_.. 480
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WORDS AND PHRASES—Continued
"Stepladder" bidding procedure
"Storage credits" pricing option Pt'ge

Protester was not prejudiced by Air Force's failure to disclose that
award under "storage credits" pricing option might be decided, in part,
by results of "storage credits" bids under other solicitations. Moreover,
since Government could not disclose Government's cost estimate of con-
struction of storage facility to be built by use of offered storage credits,
and given clear right of Government to determine reasonableness of sub-
mitted bids by appropriate information, use of separate bidding results
to determine award is not objectionable. Analogy is made to "stepladder"
bidding procedure 103
"Storage credits" pricing option

Failure of selected bidder to quote early delivery dates under "storage
credits" pricing option is not significant since blanks provided for inser-
tion of dates applied only to "non-storage credits" bidders and pro-
curing agency did not need early delivery dates to evaluate bids. Further,
IFB contained no indication of relative preference of bid depending on date
of early delivery. Moreover, in absence of dates bidder. is obligated to
deliver at an indefinite date prior to required delivery dates which is stilt
most advantageous to the Government 103
"Storage Facilities" provision of IFB

Both invitation for bids' (IFB) "Schedule" and "Storage Facilities"
provisions clearly provided that Air Force might award under "storage
credits" pricing option notwithstanding lack of mention of pricing
option in IFB clause entitled "Evaluation Factors For Award." 103
"Subscription or other charge"

Advance payment authority for subscriptions to newspapers, periodi-
cals and other publications contained in 31 U.S.C. 530a and 530b extends
to rental of microfilm library 583
"Teleprocessing Services Program"

Decision to reject schedule contractor as technically unacceptable to
perform proposed work orders solely because contractor had failed to
submit copy of extremely simple contract modification to agency
ordering office—where contractor had timely filed contract modification
with agency headquarters and with reasonable effort ordering office
could have verified existence and contents of modification—clearly had no
reasonable basis. GAO recommends that GSA either terminate existing
orders and order Government's requirements under protester's schedule
contract, or reopen negotiations 627
Twenty-five mile point

Decision 55 Comp. Gen. 1323 (1976) disallowed two mileage claims
incident to employee's temporary duty because record showed his resi-
dence was at Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, his official station, although he
had home in Ponca City, Oklahoma, 103 miles distant. Employee who is
in travel status up to 80 percent of the time, has submitted evidence that
he rented motel room on daily basis only when he worked in Oklahoma
City. Claims are now allowable since additional evidence shows that
employee did not have "residence" in Oklahoma City within the meaning
of the Federal Travel Regulations (FPMR 101—7) (May 1973) 32
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WORDS AND PHRASES—Continued
Vessel which is deployed away from home port Page

Where a member is assigned to temporary duty and the temporary
duty station becomes his permanent duty station, or where a member is
assigned to a vessel and while the vessel is deployed from the home port
the home port of the vessel is changed, the member's round-trip travel
to the old permanent station or old home port should be considered
travel incident to the permanent change of station. Therefore round-trip
travel of the member to the former permanent station or home port may
be performed at Government expense 198
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